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REORGANIZATION OF THE SAFETY FUNCTIONS OF 
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


THURSDAY, JUNE 21, 1956 


Unrrep States SenaTe, 
SvuBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION, OF THE 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:03 a. m., in room 457, 
Senate Office Building, Senator John F. Kennedy (chairman of the 
subcommittee) panes 

Present: Senator John F. Kennedy, Democrat, Massachusetts; 
Senator Hubert H. Humphrey, Democrat, Minnesota; Senator 
Thomas E, Martin, Republican, Iowa; Senator Norris Cotton, Re- 
publican, New Hampshire. 

Also present: Walter L. Reynolds, chief clerk and staff director; 
Miles Scull, Jr., professional staff member; Eli E. Nobleman, pro- 
fessional staff member; Mrs. Kathryn M. Keeney, clerical assistant. 

Senator Kennepy. The subcommittee will come to order. 

This hearing has been called upon S. 3517, to provide for the re- 
organization of the safety functions of the Federal Government, which 
would create a Federal Safety Division in the Department of Labor, 
to which would be transferred the present safety functions of the 
Federal Safety Council. 

According to the records of the.Bureau of Employees’ Compensation 
of the Department of Labor, during the 5-year period from January 
1, 1950, to December 30, 1954, 427,129 civilian Federal employees were 
injured in line of duty. Of this number 199,997 were disabled for 
work, 1,115 were fatally injured, and 15,250,554 days were lost. 

Direct and indirect cost during this period for occupation accidents 
alone have been estimated at more than $622 million. 

The first witness this morning will be Mr. Russell Stephens, presi- 
dent of the American Federation of Technical Engineers. 

Before Mr. Stephens begins his testimony, I should like to insert 
in the record at this point a copy of S. 3517 accompanied by a staff 
memorandum, which analyzes the issues involved. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


[8. 8517, 84th Cong., 24 sess.) 


A BILL To provide for the reorganization of the safety functions of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


REORGANIZATION 


Section. 1. In order to carry out the recommendations of the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government that the Department 


i 
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of Labor should be enlarged to include all of the functions which properly belong 
to it, and in order to provide a firmer legislative basis for the carrying on of a 
more complete and efficient safety program for the Federal Government, the 
functions of the Federal Safety Council, established pursuant to Executive Order 
10194, dated December 20, 1950, are hereby tranfered to the Federal Safety 
Division of the Department of Labor established pursuant to the provisions of 
section 2 of this Act. 
FEDERAL SAFETY DIVISION 


Sec. 2. (a) There is hereby created in the Department of Labor a Federal 
Safety Division which, in addition to carrying out the functions transferred to 
it pursuant to section 1 hereof, shall be responsible for the direction and co- 
ordination of all safety educational programs and accident, injury, and related 
loss-prevention procedures conducted by the Federal agencies in furtherance 
of the purposes of section 33 of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act. Such 
agencies shall keep such records of injuries and accidents to persons covered 
by such Act, whether or not resulting in loss of time or the payment or furnishing 
of benefits, and makes such statistical or other reports and upon such forms 
us the Secretary of Labor may by regulation prescribe. 

(b) The Federal Safety Division shall be under the direction of a Director 
of Federal Safety (hereinafter referred to in this Act as the “Director”), who 
shall be appointed by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the civil service 
laws and rules, and who shall receive compensation at the rate established for 
urade 16 of the General Schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

(ec) The Director shall, subject to the civil service laws and rules, appoint 
not less than ten qualified safety engineers, technically experienced in the field 
of accident prevention, regional directors where appropriate, and such other 
employees as he deems necessary to carry out the functions and duties of his 
office under this Act and shall fix their compensation in accordance with the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended. In the appointment, selection; classifi- 
cation, and promotion of officers and employees of the Federal Safety Division, 
no political test or qualifications shall be permitted or given consideration, but 
ull such appointments and promotions shall be given and made on the basis of 
qualifieations, merit and effciency under the rules of the Civil Service Commission. 

(d) It shall be the duty of the Director— 

(1) to collect and analyze data regarding safety standards and programs 
presently in operation in the Federal agencies : 

(2) to develop and promulgate new minimum standards for the conducting 
of safety educational programs by the Federal agencies ; 

(3) to develop and establish the minimum safe working standards to be 
maintained by the Federal agencies; 

(4) to provide a clearinghouse function in the Division which will gather 
and make available to the Federal agencies appropriate assistance on all 
matters relating to employee safety ; 

(5) to promote uniformity by assisting and cooperating with the related 
health and fire prevention activities presently pursued by other Federal 
agencies ; 

(6) to develop programs designed to reduce the number of tort claims 
against the Federal Government resulting from injuries to private persons 
and property attributable directly or indirectiy to officers and employees 
of the Federal Government : 

(7) to inspect periodically the premises and interrogate the personnel of 
each of the Federal agencies to ascertain if the minimum standards devel- 
oped and established pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) hereof are being 
maintained by such Federal agencies; 

(8) to prepare for the issuance anually to the Congress by the Secretary 
of Labor, a report showing the progress made in the field of accident pre- 
vention inthe Federal agencies through the reduction of the mumber of 
accidents and injuries among the officers and employees of such agencies by 
the elimination of work hazards and health risks; and 

(9) to recommend to the Secretary of Labor for transmittal to the Bureau 
of the Budget the amount which should be allocated in the budget of each 
Federal agency for its use in carrying out the safety educational programs 
approved by the Federal Safety Division, such amount to be based on the 
need of each such agency for such a program. 

(e) The Director of Federal Safety is hereby authorized to enter and to au- 
thorize,the entry of appropriate officers of his Division, in order to inspect such 
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places and such records, question employees, and investigate such facts, condi- 
tions, practices, or matters as he may deem necessary to carry out his duties 
pursuant to this Act. 

(f) (1) There is hereby established in the Department of Labor a Federal 
Safety Advisory Committee (hereinafter referred to in this subsection as the 
“Committee’’) to be composed of such qualified representatives of the Federal 
agencies, and such qualified representatives from national or international Fed- 
eral Government employee unions and the Public Health Service as shall be 
appointed from time to time by the Secretary of Labor. The Committee shall 
be composed of twenty-seven members of which no fewer than nine members 
shall be appointed from national and international Federal Government em- 
ployee unions. The length of tenure of Committee members shall be deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Labor. The heads of the Federal agencies shall nomi- 
nate the representative and alternate of their respective agencies and the heads 
of national or international unions having Federal employee members shall nomi- 
nate the union representatives and alternates. The members of the Committee 
shall serve as such without additional compensation. 

(2) It shall be the duty of the Committee to advise the Director of the Federal 
Safety Division with respect to— 

(A) the development and coordination of effective safety educational pro- 
grams and minimum safety standards in the Federal agencies, and 

(B) the carrying out of his duties pursuant to the authority contained 
in this Act. 

(3) The Secretary of Labor is authorized to establish, in those geographical 
areas which are supervised by regional directors, Federal field safety advisory 
committees which shall give assistance to the field establishment of the Federal 
agencies in organizing accident prevention programs and strengthening existing 
programs aimed at reducing the frequency, severity, and cost of accidents in 
their respective areas of operation. Such committees shall implement in the 
field the policies established by the Federal Safety Division of the Department 
of Labor. 

(g) The Bureau of Employees’ Compensation of the Department of Labor 
shall, prior to August 15 of each year, furnish the Secretary of Labor, for use 
in the preparation of the Department’s annual budget estimates, the latest 
statistics showing the pure premium cost for past work injuries sustained by 
employees of the several Federal agencies and its bureaus, based upon the fre- 
quency, severity, and direct incurred loss experience of each agency and its 
bureaus under the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act. The Department of 
Labor shall include in its annual budget estimates a request for an appropriation 
in an amount equal to such premium cost and shall, as soon as practicable after 
the beginning of each fiscal year, deposit in the Federal Employees’ Compensa- 
tien Fund of the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation such sums as may have 
been appropriated pursuant to such request, for the payment of benefits from 
such funds on account of the employees of the Federal agencies. Any sums so 
deposited shall remain available in such fund until expended. 

(h) As used in this Act, (1) the term “Federal agencies” includes (A) the 
executive departments, (B) the Department of the Army, Navy, and the Air 
Foree, and (C) the independent establishments and agencies in the executive 
branch, including Government corporations and instrumentalities of the United 
States wholly owned by the United States: Provided, That the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia may elect to participate in this program to the 
extent and degree that they deem feasible the participation herein of the muni- 
cipal government of the District of Columbia; and (2) the term “ineurred loss” 
means the amount of loss, paid and outstanding, for which the Federal Employees 
Compensation Fund of the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation has become liable 
during the preceding fiscal year. 

(i) The Director of the Bureau of the Budget is authorized to establish the 
amount of funds to be allocated in the annual budget of each Federal agency 
for the purpose of carrying out its safety educational programs and the mini- 
mizing ef hazardous work practices and conditions, Such amount shall not be 
less than the equivalent of 24% per centum of the total amount requested by any 
such agency in its annual operating budget. 


AMENDMENT TO SECTION 24 OF THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES’ COMPENSATION ACT 


Sec. 3. Section 24 of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended, ts 
amended (1) by inserting “(a)” immediately preceding the first sentence 
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thereof, and (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection: 

“(b) Whoever, being an officer or employee of the United States knowingly 
and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, scheme, or device, a 
material fact in relation to the injury or death of a person compensable under 
the provisions of this Act or any extension or application thereof, or makes any 
false, fictitious, or fraudulent statement or representation, or makes or uses any 
false writing or document knowing the same to contain any false, fictitious, or 
fradulent statement or entry, in relation to such an injury or death, or induces 
or compels any persons to forego the filing of any claim for compensation or 
other benefits provided under this Act or any extension or application thereof, 
or retains any notice, report, claim, or paper, which is required to be filed under 
this Act, or any extension or application thereof, or regulations promulgated 
thereunder, shall be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than two 
years, or both.” 

REPEALER 


Sec. 4. Section 33 (c) of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act is hereby 
repealed. 


APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZED 


Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


Staff Memorandum No. 84—-2-12SR. JUNE 20, 1956. 


Subject: S. 3517—To provide for the reorganization of the safety functions of 
the Federal Government, and for other purposes 


PURPOSE AND SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS 


S. 3517 was introduced on March 23, 1956, by Senator Humphrey, for himself 
and 12 other Senators. It is designed to reduce the Federal employee accident 
rate and cost of accidents in Federal employment, both financially and in terms of 
human suffering, by establishing and promoting an improved safety educational 
program and new safety inspection procedures. 

The bill seeks to accomplish this objective by creating within the Department 
of Labor a Federal Safety Division, which would be responsible for the direction 
and coordination of all safety educational programs and related loss-prevention 
procedures conducted by the various Federal agencies in furtherance of existing 
legislation to encourage safety and accident prevention; and for all of the func- 
tions now vested in the Federal Safety Council. The Federal Safety Division 
would be headed by a career Director, appointed under civil service, following a 
competitive examination, who would be vested with Government-wide duties, 
responsibilities and authority. Among his duties would be (1) collection and 
analysis of data relative to present safety standards and programs in Federal 
agencies; (2) development and promulgation of minimum standards for the 
conduct of safety educational programs and minimum safe working standards 
to be maintained by Federal agencies; (3) recommendation of the amount which 
should be allocated in the budget of each Federal agency for a safety educational 
program; and (4) unqualified authority for the director or his designated em- 
ployees to enter, in order to inspect places and records, question employees, and 
investigate such facts, conditions, practices or matters as he deems necessary 
to carry out his duties. 

The bill provides further for (1) the establishment within the Department of 
Labor of a Federal Safety Advisory Committee which would advise the Director 
of the Federal Safety Division concerning his functions under the bill; (2) the 
establishment of Federal field safety advisory committees to assist the field 
establishments of the Federal agencies in organizing accident prevention pro- 
grams and strengthening existing programs aimed at reducing the frequency, 
severity and cost of accidents in their respective areas of operation; and to 
implement the policies established by the Federal Safety Division; (3) authoriza- 
tion in the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to establish the amount of funds 
to be allocated in thé annual budget of each Federal agency for the purpose of 
carrying out safety educational programs and minimizing hazardous work prac- 
tices and conditions, such amount to be not less than the equivalent of 2%4 per- 
cent of the total amount of the agency’s annual operating budget request; and 
(4) imposition of criminal penalties for Federal officers or employees who will- 
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fully falsify or conceal material facts relative to the injury or death of persons 
compensable under provisions of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, who 
make false or fraudulent statements or representations with respect thereto. 


SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 


Section 1 states the policy that in order to carry out the recommendations of 
the first Hoover Commission that the Department of Labor be enlarged to in- 
clude all of the functions which properly belong to it and, in order to provide 
a firmer legislative basis for carrying on a more complete and efficient Federal 
safety program, all of the functions of the Federal Safety Council are transferred 
to the Federal Safety Division of the Department of Labor. 

Section 2 (a) establishes in the Department of Labor a Federal Safety Divi- 
sion which would be responsible for carrying out all of the functions transferred 
to it from the Federal Safety Council, and for the direction and coordination of 
all safety educational programs and accident, injury, and related loss-prevention 
procedures conducted by Federal agencies in furtherance of the purposes of 
section 33 of the Federal Employees Compensation Act. Such agencies would 
also be required to keep records of injuries and accidents to persons covered 
by the act, whether or not resulting in loss of time or the payments of benefits, 
and make statistical and other reports upon such forms as the Secretary of 
Labor shall by regulation prescribe. 

Section 2 (b) provides that the new Federal Safety Division shall be headed 
by a Director of Federal Safety, appointed by the Secretary of Labor under 
eivil-service laws and rules who would receive compensation at the rate estab- 
lished for a GS-16. 

Section 2 (ec) requires the Director to appoint, under civil service, not less than 
10 qualified safety engineers, technically experienced in the field of accident 
prevention, regional directors where appropriate, and other employees as neces- 
sary, and to fix their compensation in accordance with the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended. Specific provision is made prohibiting any political test or 
qualification in the appointment, selection, classification, and promotion of offi- 
cers and employees of the Sufety Division, and all appointments are required 
to be based upon qualifications, merit, and efficiency under civil-service rules. 

Section 2 (d) prescribes the duties of the Director of the Safety Division as 
follows: (1) Collection and analysis of data regarding safety standards and 
programs presently in operation in the Federal agencies; (2) development and 
promulgation of new minimum standards for conducting safety educational pro- 
grams by the Federal agencies; (3) development and establishment of minimum 
safe working standards to be maintained by the Federal agencies; (4) to pro- 
vide a clearinghouse function in the Division to gather and make available to the 
Federal agencies appropriate assistance on all matters relative to employee 
safety; (5) promotion of uniformity by assisting and cooperating with related 
health and fire-prevention activities presently pursued by other Federal agen- 
cies ; (6) development of programs designed to reduce the number of tort claims 
against the Federal Government resulting from injuries to private persons and 
property attributable directly or indirectly to Federal officers or employees; 
(7) to inspect periodically the premises and interrogate the personnel of each 
of the Federal agencies to ascertain if the minimum standards developed and 
established are being maintained by such Federal agencies; (8) to prepare for 
the issuance annually to the Congress by the Secretary of Labor, a report show- 
ing progress made in accident prevention in the Federal agencies through re- 
duction of the number of accidents and injuries among the officers and employees 
of such agencies by the elimination of work hazards and health risks; and (9) 
to recommend to the Secretary of Labor for transmission to the Bureau of the 
Budget the amount which should be allocated in the budget of each Frderal 
agency for its use in carrying out the safety educational programs approved by 
the Safety Division, such amount to be based upon the need for each such 
agency for such a program. 

Section 2 (e) authorizes the Director of Federal Safety to enter and to author- 
ize the entry of appropriate officers in his Division, in order to inspect such places 
and records, question employees and investigate such facts, conditions, practices 
or matters as he may deem necessary to carry out his duties under the act. 

Section 2 (f) establishes within the Department of Labor a Federal Safety 
Advisory Committee, to be composed of 27 members, appointed by the Se¢retary 
of Labor ; no less than 9 members would be apmointed from national and interna- 
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tional Federal Government employee unions, nominated by the heads of such 
unions, the balance would be qualified representatives of Federal agencies, includ- 
ing the Public Health Service, nominated by the heads of such agencies. The 
iength of tenure of all such members would be determined by the Secretary of 
Labor and all members would serve without additional compensation. This 
Committee’s function would be to advise the Director of the Federal Safety 
Division with respect to the development of effective safety educational programs 
and safety standards, as well as any other of his duties under the act. The Sec- 
retary of Labor would also be authorized to establish, in those geographical areas 
which are supervised by regional directors, to establish Federal field safety 
advisory committees whose function it would be to advise the field establishments 
of Federal agencies in organizing accident-prevention programs and strengthen- 
ing existing programs aimed at reducing the frequency, severity, and cost of 
accidents in their respective areas of operation. It would also implement in the 
tield the policies of the Safety division. 

Section 2 (g) requires the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation, prior to August 
15 of each year, to furnish the Secretary of Labor, for use in the preparation of 
the Department’s annual budget estimates, the latest statistics showing the pure 
premium cost for past work injuries sustained by Federal agency employees, 
based upon the frequency, severity and direct incurred loss experience of each 
agency under the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act. The Department of 
Labor would then be required to include in its annual budget estimates a request 
for an appropriation in an amount equal to such premium cost and, as soon as 
practicable after the beginning of each fiscal year, deposit in the Federal Em- 
ployees’ Compensation Fund of the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation such 
sums as may have been appropriated pursuant to such request, for the payment 
of benefits on account of Federal employees, and all sums so deposited would 
remain available in such fund until expended. 

Section 2 (h) defines certain of the terms used in the bill. “Federal agencies” 
include the executive departments, the Department of the Army, Navy, and Air 
Force, and the independent establishments and agencies in the executive branch, 
including Government corporations and wholly owned instrumentalities of the 
United States. If they deemed it feasible, the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia would be permitted to elect to participate for District of Columbia 
employees. 

Section 2 (i) authorizes the Director of the Bureau of the Budget to establish 
the amount of funds to be allocated in the annual budget of each Federal agency 
for the purpose of carrying out its safety educational programs and the mini- 
mizing of hazardous work practices and conditions; it provides further that such 
amount shall not be less than the equivalent of 24% percent of the total amount 
requested by such agency in its annual operating budget. 

Section 3 would amendsection 24 of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act 
by adding a new subsection which would provide criminal penalties of no more 
than $5,000 fine, imprisonment for not more than 2 years, or both, for Federal 
officers or employees who willfully falsify or conceal material facts relative to 
the injury or death of persons compensable under provisions of the Federal Em- 
ployees Compensation Act, or who make false or fraudulent statements or rep- 
resentations with respect thereto. 

Section 4 would repeal section 33 (c) of the Federal Employees’ Compensation 
Act which directs Federal departments and agencies to develop and promote 
organized safety programs. 

Section 5 authorizes the necessary appropriations. 


BACKGROUND 
History and developments 


Over a period of many years, there have been numerous expressions of concern 
regarding the Federal employee accident rate, the consequent economic loss to 
the Government and human suffering by Federal employees, and the need for 
improvements in Federal agency safety programs. 

From time to time, the President has established various types of interdepart- 
mental committees to deal with these problems. Thus, in 1933, the President es- 
tablished an Interdepartmental Committee on Safety in Federal Departments ; 
in 1939, he created the Federal Interdepartmental Safety Council ; and in 1950, he 
established the Federal Safety Council. In general, these bodies had broad study 
and recommendatory powers, but they lacked authority to act. They were em- 
powered only to make studies and transmit recommendations to department and 
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agency heads for implementation. For the most part, they were composed en- 
tirely of Government employees who had other primary duties to perform and, 
except for the Federal Safety Council, had little or no full-time paid professional] 
staffs, 

The 1946 Williams report.—In 1945, following a request by the Secretary of 
Labor, the Federal Interdepartmental Safety Council retained as a consultant Mr. 
Sidney J. Williams, the assistant to the president of the National Safety Council, 
to make a survey of then-existing safety activities of Federal agencies and pre- 
pare appropriate recommendations. Mr. Williams’ principal findings, which were 
transmitted to the Secretary of Labor, were as follows: (1) In the 54-year 
period ending June 30, 1945, 2,852 employees were accidentally killed in the 
Federal service and 327,926 were injured, many of the permanently disabled and 
all injured seriously enough to cause loss of time; (2) the annual direct and 
indirect accident cost to the Federal Government is estimated at $40 million; 
(3) the experience of a few Federal agencies and of private industry clearly 
indicates that very substantial reductions in these costs can be effected; 
(4) safety organization in the Federal agencies is only partially complete and 
effective; and (5) there is a need for coordination of all agency and bureau 
safety work, through strengthening and accelerating the program of the Fed- 
eral Interdepartmental Safety Council and providing it with a small, highly 
competent staff. 

1950-54 accident statistics —According to the records of the Bureau of Employ- 
ees’ Compensation of the Department of Labor, during the 5-year period from 
January 1, 1950, to December 30, 1954, 427,129 civilian Federal employees were 
injured in line of duty. Of this number, 199,997 were disabled for work, 1,115 
were injured fatally, and 15,250,554 days were lost. Direct and indirect costs 
during this period for occupation accidents alone have been estimated at more 
than $622 million. During this period, production time lost, due to disabling 
injuries, represented nearly 1 year’s loss of the services of approximately 50,000 
workers, from whom the Government received no production benefits; and since 
more than 87 million production man-hours wers lost, and the average Govern- 
ment hourly rate for this period was $1.83, the monetary waste amounted to in 
excess of $159 million. 

During 1954, the last full calendar year for which statistics from the Bureau 
of Employees’ Compensation are presently available, 83,285 Federal civilian 
employees were injured, of whom 37,974 were disabled for work; medical and 
leave expenses amounted to $9,274,576; disability compensation totaled $9,078- 
069; fatal accidents took the lives of 191 workers, at a cost of $7,385,599, or 
approximately $38,668 for each fatality. The total direct cost of Federal em- 
ployee accidents during calendar year 1954, exclusive of material or equipment 
damage and other hidden expenses, amount to $25,738,244, which is equivalent 
to $10.81 per employee covered. During this same period, production time lost 
as a result of these injuries amounted to 2,917,220 chargeable days, equal to 
a production loss of approximately 17 million work-hours. Since the average 
Government hourly rate in 1954 was $2, production time lost amounted to more 
than $33 million in actual cost, which is equivalent to 9,060 employees of the 
Government, from whom the Government derived no production benefits, based 
upon an average Government employee’s working years of 230 days. 

Between 1944 and 1954, the accident frequency rate of the Federal Govern- 
ment was reduced 30 percent, as compared with a reduction of 50.1 percent in 
private industry for the same period. Between 1950 and 1954, the Federal 
Government accident frequency rate was reduced 10.5 percent as compared with 
a reduction in private industry of 22.4 percent. 


SUMMARY OF EXISTING LAW AND PROCEDURES 


Safety promotion.—Section 33 (c) of the Federal Bmployees’ Compensation 
Act (5 U. 8. C. 784), as amended by section 209 of the act of October 14, 1949 
(Public Law 357, 8ist Cong.), provides that inorder to reduce the number of ac- 
cidents and injuries among Government officers and employees, encourage safe 
practices, eliminate work hazards and health risks, and reduce compensable 
injuries, the heads of the various departments and agencies are authorized and 
directed to develop, support, and foster organized safety promotion, and the 
President is authorized to establish a safety council composed of representatives 
of such departments and agencies to serve as an adivisory body to the Secretary 
of Labor in furtherance of the safety program carried on by the Secretary pur- 
suant to this section, and to undertake such other measures as he deems proper 
to prevent injuries and accidents to persons covered by the act. 
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Pursuant to this authority, the President, in December 1950, established the 
Federal Safety Council in the Department of Labor, to serve in an advisory ca- 
pacity to the Secretary of Labor in matters relating to the safety of civilian em- 
ployees of the Federal Government and the furtherance of the safety program 
carried out by the Secretary pursuant to section 33 (c) of the Federal Employees’ 
Compensation Act, as amended. The Council, which is composed of one quali- 
fied representative from each of the executive departments and agencies and of 
the District of Columbia, was given the function of advising the Secretary of 
Labor with respect to (1) the development and maintenance of adequate and ef- 
fective safety organizations and programs in the Federal departments and 
agencies and (2) criteria, standards and procedures designed to eliminate work 
hazards and health risks and to prevent injuries and accidents in Federal em- 
ployment. In addition, the Secretary of Labor was directed to prescribe ap- 
propriate regulations governing the activities and functions of the Council, 
designate the Chairman thereof and provide, within the limits of funds avail- 
able to him for this purpose, such staff and other services and supplies as may 
be required by the Council in the performance of its duties. 

It appears that at present, the Council has 1 paid safety engineer, and 1 clerk 
paid by the Department of Labor, and meets 3 or 4 times a year. However, the 
Bureau of Labor Standards of the Department of Labor serves as headquarters 
and ecretariat for the Federal Safety Council, and performs services in the pro- 
motion of safety in private, as well as public employment. 

Compensation procedures.—Under existing law, all claims for injury in Fed- 
eral employment are filed with the employing agency. After review and approval 
by that agency, the claim is forwarded to the Bureau of Employees’ Compensa- 
tion of the Department of Labor which pays the claim. The funds involved 
are budgeted by the Department which is not reimbursed by the employing agency. 

Under the provisions of 8S. 3517, the pending bill, each agency would have to 
estimate in advance, its compensation costs for each fiscal year and transmit 
these estimates to the Department of Labor which would continue to pay the 
claim and budget the funds. 


ADMINISTRATION’S SAFETY BILL 


Pending before the Senate Committee on Labor and Public Welfare is a bill, 
S. 3582, introduced by Senator Smith of New Jersey, for himself and for Senators 
Bridges and Saltonstall. This bill is part of the legislative program of the De- 
partment of Labor and has the support of the administration. According to the 
Department of Labor, it is designed to improve the job safety performance of 
the Federal Government by charging back to Government agencies the costs of 
employee compensation for their employees, with a view to making such agencies 
more conscious of the costs of unsafe working conditions, and accords with the 
President’s 1954 budget message, in which he said, “At present all workmen’s 
compensation payments to Federal employees are provided from a single appro- 
priation. To encourage better safety practices, I shall recommend legislation to 
shift the financing of some of these benefit payments to the employing Federal 
agency.” 

AGENCY COMMENTS 


Comments on §. 3517 have been received from the Bureau of the Budget, the 
Department of Labor, the Department of the Air Force (for the Department of 
Defense) and the Comptroller General. Although they all appear to be in favor 
of the objectives of the subject bill, the first three agencies are opposed to its 
enactment on numerous grounds; the Comptroller General has certain reserva- 
tions to some of its provisions. 

These comments will be digested in a supplemental memorandum which will 
be submitted shortly for committee consideration. 


SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 


S. 8517 is designed primarily (1) to improve safety procedures in the Federal 
departments and agencies; (2) to provide for an effective safety inspection pro- 
gram; and (3) to promote an effective safety educational program in the Federal 
agencies. 

The enactment of the subject bill is opposed by the executive departments, as 
indicated above, on the grounds that (1) since it would vest in the Federal 
Safety Division and its Director, a subordinate officer of the Department of 
Labor, statutory functions and powers, independent of the Secretary of Labor, 
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it violates a major principle of the first Hoover Commission, that is, that no 
subordinate should have authority independent of his superior and that all 
statutory power and authority should be vested in the head of the department ; 
(2) its budgetary provisions would constitute an unwarranted restriction of the 
department head’s control over the administration of his responsibilities, par- 
ticularly those provisions which authorize the Safety Director to recommend 
budget allocations for safety functions in each agency and department and 
authorize the Bureau of the Budget to establish the amount of funds to be 
allocated in the annual budget of each Federal agency for safety educational 
programs, in an amount not less than the equivalent of 2% percent of the total 
amount of such agency’s annual operating budget; (3) there is presently adequate 
machinery in the executive branch to enable the achievement of the objectives 
of the budget bill; and (4) various provisions lack clarity and precision and are 
difficult of interpretation and understanding. 

It should be noted that the subject bill contains numerous teehnical deficiencies 
which require correction. In the event that the committee decides to take 
favorable action, it is recommended that the bill be revised and redrafted by the 
Office of the Legislative Counsel of the Senate. 


Et E. NoBLEMAN, 
Professional Staff Member. 
Senator Krennepy. Mr. Stephens, I understand that you have to 
leave Washington shortly for an out-of-town engagement. Would you 
care to summarize your statement, which will be placed in the record, 
in order to save your time? 


STATEMENT OF RUSSELL M. STEPHENS, CHAIRMAN, SAFETY COM- 
MITTEE, GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES COUNCIL, AFL-CIO; INTER- 
NATIONAL PRESIDENT, AMERICAN FEDERATION OF TECHNICAL 
ENGINEERS 


Mr. Stepuens. I have a very short statement. 

Senator Kennepy. We would be very glad to hear from you. 

Mr. Steruens. My name is Russell M. Stephens. I am chairman of 
the safety committee of the Government Employees Council of the 
American Federation of Labor and Congress of Industrial Organiza- 
tions. I am also international president of the American Federation 
of Technical Engineers, an affiliated body of the Government Em- 
ployees Council. 

My purpose in coming here today is to testify in support of S. 3517 
and to urge its enactment into law. 

I know of no greater responsibility of the Federal Government than 
that of providing for its employees a sound and effective safety pro- 
gram in order to replace the totally inadequate safety function under 
which our agencies of Government are operating today. What is more 
dear or precious to the individual than his life and limb ? 

And yet, because the Federal Government has lagged behind indus- 
try; in the safety field, many families have been deprived of their 
pain vib wa 04 either through loss of life or serious incapacitating 
accident. 

The President of the United States, himself, recognized the failure 
of the present safety program to satisfactorily deal with this impor- 
tant subject, when, in a letter dated October 11, 1954, to the heads of all 
departments and independent agencies, he wrote, in part: 

I am very much concerned with the problem of injuries to Federal workers. 
The suffering and wastage of both human and financial resources ¢aused by acci- 
dents in the Government service constitute an urgent challenge. The adminis- 


tration is determined to do everything possible to reduce the rate of such 
accidents. 
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Now, Mr. Chairman, what prompted the President to make such an 

alarming statement / The high accident frequency ratio between pri- 

vate industry employees and those of the Federal Government. is imdi- 
cated by actual indisputable figures. 

Two independent surveys of private industrial accidents were made 
for the year 1953, the latest year for which comparable figures are 
available. One survey was made by the National Safety Council, 
hased on the experience of its members only, and the other was made 
by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, based upon a survey of private 
industry generally. 

The National Safety Council survey shows an average of 4.17 per- 
cent frequency rate, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics survey shows 
in average 6.6-percent frequency rate. The lower rate among mem- 
bers of the National Safety Council shows, in itself, the reduction of 
accident. frequency. as a result of a carefully planned and adminis- 
tered safety program. 

Now let us look at how the Federal Government did during this 
same 1953 period. The average rate of accident frequency for the 
Federal Government was 10.3 percent, a figure within 3 percentage 
points less than 214 times as great as that of the National Safety 
Council. In fact, one Government agency shows almost 414 times 
as great a rate as the National Safety Council. 

The figures also show another most interesting fact. In those 
agencies who have yoluntar y established an improved safety program, 
their frequency rate has been noticeably reduced. 

During the 5-year period between January 1, 1950, and December 
30, 1954, 1,115 employees of the Federal Government lost their lives 
as the result of oc cupational accidents, 

Just think of it, nearly 225 lives per year snuffed out, when much 
of such carnage could have been prevented by installation and ad- 
herence to rigid safety controls. 

During the same period 427,129 employees were injured on the job, 
resulting i in countless millions of hours of pain and distress to them 
and their families. 

Is there any reason why, then, that those of us representing the 
employees should not do everything in our power to provide within 
the Federal Government structure the machinery necessary for the 
establishment and inspection of the best safety program possible to 
achieve? 

It is our opinion—and I am speaking as the unanimous voice of all 
AFL-CIO unions in the Government coe oe Council, and as 
such for more than 600,000 employees—that S. 3517 is an ideal instru- 
ment for establishing safety controls, standar ds, and inspection. 

S. 3517 would establish a new division within the Department of 
Labor, known as the Federal Safety Division. The Division would 
be headed by a Director of Federal Safety, appointed to his position 
on the basis of his outstanding qualifications and technical knowledge 
of the safety field. The proper selection would be guaranteed by 
strict observance of the civil-service laws and regulations. 

There are some who advocate that the Director of Federal Safety 
shall be appointed by the President. We do not agree with those who 
share that bélief. We are of the opinion that the best qualified person 
for the position should be appointed on the basis of competitive 
examination. 
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In addition to the Director there would be appointed, also on the 
basis of merit, not less than 10 qualified experienced safety engineers 
to function as regional directors in various areas of the country. This 
type of setup w ill provide for consistency, within the Federal agencies 
and their far flung field establishments, with regard to technical safety. 
developments, employee safety education, safety hazard inspection 
and elimination, and the many other ingredients of a well-rounded 

safety program. 

In addition to the Federal Safety Division and its professional 
staff; ‘there would be established ‘within the Department of Labor 
a Federal Safety Advisory Committee to be appointed by the Secre- 
tary of Labor, consisting of representatives of the Federal agencies, 
national or international Federal Government employee unions, and 
the Public Health Service. 

All members of the advisory committee would serve without addi- 
tional, compensation. "The committee would, in effect, be an excel- 
lent sounding board for the development of new and improved stand- 
ards and ideas. Employee union participation would enhance the 
acceptance of safety education and working standards among Fed- 
eral employees. 

The bill would also provide a method by which the Bureau of Em- 
ployees Compensation of the Department of Labor would estimate 
annual appropriations to the Federal employees’ compensation fund. 
‘There is now no statutory method whereby such estimates are made, 
and this bill would provide that estimates be mace i in accordance with 
actuarial procedure based upon the preceding years” history. 

The bill would also impose penalty on those who would deliberately 
conceal accident frequency in order to establish a good safety record 
for his activity. 

It has been reported that there are advocates of a plan which would 
require that each agency shall include in its annual budget estimates 
a request for an appropr iation in an amount equal to the pure premium 
cost for past work injuries sustained by employees of such agencies and 
bureaus, based upon the frequency, severity, and direct incurred loss 
experience of such agencies and bureaus under the Federal Employees 
Compensation Act. 

The member unions affiliated with Government Employees Coun- 
cil unanimously believe that such a system would result i agencies re- 
sorting to various devices to keep injured employees on the job in 
order to reduce accident costs and maintain a seemingly low accident 

rate. 

In addition, it would be necessary for each agency, annually, to re- 
quest Congress to appropriate sufficient funds to cover its payment to 
the Bureau of Employees Compensation. This would mean-that a 
conservative Congress could fail to appropriate sufficient money, which 
would endanger the soundness of the employees compensation fund. 
The possibility of the fund not being able to meet its obligations to in- 
jured Federal workers in the future is apparent, 

In addition, the proposal would place a bookkeeping and budgeting 
burden on the various agencies. It should be very well apparent that 
with the many agencies appearing before Congress at appropriation 
time that there could be the likelihood of nonuniform approval of the 
compensation budget. 
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Mr. Chairman, in conclusion may I request that pages 4807 through 
4812 of the March 23, 1956, issue of the Congressional Record, which 
reports an address to the Senate of the United States delivered by Sen- 
ator Hubert H. Humphrey upon introduction of his bill, be incor- 
porated in the record at this point. 

Senator Kennepy. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The address of Senator Humphrey is as follows:) 


REORGANIZATION OF SAFETY FUNCTIONS OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


Mr. Humpuerey. Mr. President, I renew my request that I be allowed an addi- 
tional 15 minutes in order to make a statement on a bill I am about to introduce. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Senator from Minnesota 
may procced. 

Mr. HuMpHerey. Mr. President, after spending many months studying the sta- 
tistics on Federal work injuries computed by the Bureau of Employees Com- 
pensation, and after consulting with Government officials, representatives of Gov- 
ernment employees unions, and various safety engineers, I am convinced that our 
present safety program against occupational accidents in the Federal establish- 
ments is woefully inadequate. 

To date, the Government’s performance in this field is shockingly bad. Yet 
the situation has existed for a long time and will continue, until practical means 
are adopted to correct this preventable state of affairs. Every year, accidents to 
Government employees are causing needless human suffering and mental an- 
guish, not only to our Government workers, but to their friends and families, in- 
cluding innocent children. 

Efforts which have already been made to reduce accidents in most Government 
agencies, Mr. President, have been largely ineffectual. They have failed to ar- 
rest a continuing trend of accident frequency and costs which are consistently 
far out of line with the nationwide accident experience of those industries 
which report to the National Safety Council. 

The monetary waste runs into millions of dollars annually, and in human 
terms this huge sum of money represents nothing more than the heartaches and 
hardships placed on the survivors or on those who are disabled for life. 

I am proposing today a practical measure for the elimination of this tragic 
human and economic waste in the field of Federal accident prevention. This 
proposal will help reduce to a minimum the Government’s accident frequency and 
severity rates. Such a reduction would mean the saving of milions of dollars 
which today are dispensed annually by the Government in investigations, com- 
pensation, sick-leave pay, and millions of man-days in lost production time. 
Under the circumstances, tegislation is essential if we are to improve the Govern- 
ment’s safety performance. . 

Mr. President, I have sought bipartisan support for this legislation, because 
I am sure there are as many Republicans being disabled as there are Democrats. 
I want to acknowledge the pioneering work done by the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. Smith] and the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Saltonstall] in 
previous sessions of Congress. At the same time, I believe that the proposal I 
offer today is a distinct improvement over its predecessors in the safety field. I 
am asking my good Republican friends to join in cosponsoring this humanitarian 
piece of legislation. To allow further time for such cosponsorship, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I request that this bill be held at the desk until Wednesday of next week, 
March 28. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so ordered: 

Mr. Humpuerey. Why, Mr. President, is new legislation necessary? Let us 
look at the record. 

President Eisenhower sent a letter to the heads of all departments and inde- 
pendent agencies on October 11, 1954, which reads in part, as follows: 

“T am very much concerned with the problem of injuries to Federal workers. 
The suffering and the wastage of both human and financial resources caused by 
accidents in the Government service constitute an urgent challenge. This ad- 
ministration is determined to do everything possible to reduce the rate of such 
accidents, 

“While some agencies and departments have shown improvement in their ac- 
cident record,” the President’s letter continues, “a greater effort in this respect 
is essential to efficient operation. I am, therefore, requesting the head of each 
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Government department and agency to review the accident experiences and the 
safety program of his organization and to take all necessary steps to reduce 
accidents.” 

What response did the President receive from the department heads whom 
he urged to take all necessary steps to reduce accidents? The answer has been 
an overall reduction in frequency of 1.3, which is almost nil, since consideration 
must be given to the fact that there were approximately 100,000 fewer employees 
in 1954, the last reported year, than in 1953. I realize the frequency rate is fig- 
ured on the number of disabling injuries and man-hours worked, but I also real- 
ize that it was the laborer, the carpenter, the machinist, the fellow who works 
with his hands and who is most likely to have accidents who was the one caught 
in the reduction, not those at staff level who are less likely to be injured on the 
job. 

Let me be specific. I ask the Postmaster General why he tolerates a frequency 
rate of 61.4 in the vehicle service of his Department, a figure which is 9 times 
higher than the average frequency rate of all Government. 

I ask the Acting Secretary of the Interior to study the high frequency rates 
in his various services, like the Office of Territories, 37.8; National Park Service, 
23.7: Fish and Wildlife, 14.9; and Bureau of Reclamation, 13.9. I ask the Acting 
Secretary to compare these figures with those of private industry or with the 
navy yards. After this study, I sincerely hope he will take the necessary steps 
to improve this deplorable safety performance of his Department during his 
predecessor's tenure. 

I am also very much concerned with the apathy existing in the numerous 
veterans’ hospitals scattered throughout the United States from Maine to Cali- 
fornia. 

Some of our bedridden veterans are housed in non-fire-resistive buildings. Yet, 
there is absolutely no explanation for this deplorable condition as Public Law 
868, 7ist Congress of March 4, 1981, gives the officials of the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration the necessary powers to deal with non-fire-resistive buildings. At the 
present time, approximately 25 percent of the veterans’ hospitals are inadequately 
protected. It seems to me that the officials who have been delegated the responsi- 
bility of administrating in the interests of the safety of our veterans have had 
more than ample time to initiate the necessary action. One hundred percent of 
all veterans’ hospitals should be adequately protected against fire hazards, 
either by sprinkler systems or by replacing the old buildings with fire-resistive 
structures, 

I ask the VA Administrator why he has only six safety and fire prevention 
engineers in the field. Their duties are vastly important. It is their responsi- 
bility to make hospital inspections, to protect the lives of our veteran patients, 
to protect the thousands of visitors who annually visit the hospitals, and to 
protect the life and limb of the 179,632 Veterans’ Administration workers. At 
the current ratio, there is only 1 safety engineer for every 29,938 Veterans’ 
Administration workers. I ask the VA Administrator to study the records of 
hospital inspection made by the field safety engineers. I believe he will find 
that the best record achieved by the engineers is 79 percent of hospitals inspected 
in a period of 1 year in that particular area. I believe that the Administrator 
will also find that in some areas only 65 percent of our veterans’ hospitals are 
given an annual safety and fire inspection. 

I recommend to the Administrator that the field safety and fire prevention 
engineer force be at least tripled in number so that adequate protection may be 
given to our veterans’ hospitals, to the visitors, and to the Government employees. 
Work injuries sustained during calendar year 1954 in the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion totaled 5,992 workers injuries, 2,993 disabilities, and 6 fatalities. The total 
direct and indirect cost exclusive of fire losses or tort claims was in excess of 
$11 million. After looking at the record, I believe that anyone will agree that 
this agency can well afford to employ more accident prevention specialists. 

The ratio of accident prevention personnel to number of employees will vary 
according to the nature of the operations and potential hazards. For example, 
during the war years the United States Maritime Conimission recommended one 
full-time man in any shipyard with 2,500 employees, with an additional inspector 
for each 1,500 additional employees. Of course, many of the employees in the 
Veterans’ Administration are office workers, but this agency does employ crafts- 
men. too, such as plumbers, painters, carpenters, and electricians, whose daily 
operations are considered hazardous. Morecver, nurses, interns, and attendants 
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are exposed to industrial diseases such as tuberculosis, and can contract this 
disease and other diseases in the course of their employment. 

Consideration also must be given to the fact that many of the patients in 
veterans’ hospitals are bedridden and disabled. Some are mental patients, and 
in case of an unexpected catastrophe, unnecessary tragedy could result. 

Therefore, I sincerely hope that the VA Administrator will pay heed to my 
recommendations for it is better to be safe than sorry. 

These statistics do prove, however, that some Republican department heads 
have paid no more heed to President Eisenhower's letter in 1954 than some 
Democratic department heads did to President Truman’s Executive order in 
1950. ‘These statistics prove to me that legislation must be passed in order to 
promote safety in Government. 

Agreement is general that waste should be eliminated and expenditures reduced 
in Government operations, but the development of concrete plans to accomplish 
these objectives almost always brings forth protests. These protests usually 
come from a highly articulate category of people, who claim that helpful action 
cannot be taken without having crippling effects on Government operations, or 
that it will weaken our defense effort, or that customary procedures will be 
upset—arguments which are often merely rationalizations justifying the vested 
bureaucratic positions of the opponents of change. 


FEDERAL OCCUPATIONAL ACCIDENT COST FROM 1950 TO 1954 


According to the Bureau of Bmployees Compensation records, 427,129 civilian 
Federal employees were injured in the 5-year period from January 1, 1950, to 
December 30, 1954. During this period, 199,997 employees were disabled for 
work, fatal accidents claimed the lives of 1,115 workers with 2,676 dependents, 
and over 15 million days were lost. The direct and indirect costs for this period 
were more than $622 million for cecupation accidents alone. 

(a) Production time lost due to disabling injuries for this period represented 
a year’s loss of the services of nearly 50,000 workers from whom the taxpayers 
or Government received no production benefits. 

(b) Since over 87 million production man-hours were lost, and the average 
Government hourly rate for this period was $1.83, this monetary waste amounted 
to more than $159 million. 

Reliable cost information is an essential basis for decisions concerning effi- 
ciency and profit. This principle applies to accident prevention as it does to 
other business activities. When figuring the cost of accidents, the additional and 
so-called “indirect,” “incidental,” or “hidden cost” must be taken into considera- 
tion. This cost has been statistically established through experience to range 
from 4 to 5 times the direct cost, a ratio accepted by such widely recognized 
authorities on this subject as the National Safety Council, most insurance com- 
panies, and by the Department of the Air Force. 

Now, Mr. President, let us look at the frequency record and make a comparison 
of injury rates in Government and private industry. I fully appreciate the fact 
that those who have the responsibility of preventing injuries to Government 
workers do not like to be compared with industries that have organized safety 
programs. They want to be compared with the unorganized small tool and die 
shops, the garages or the corner grocery—with those who have no elaborate 
safety program, no fancy cost-accounting system, and not even a part-time safety 
engineer. These same Government officials have been fooling the taxpayers for 
years, have led the people to believe that everything was fine in Government, and 
have implied that the Government safety record was better than that of industry. 
These are the same individuals who have had to account to no one in regard to 
their poor records. I hope that the usual excuses and alibis will no longer be 
used, for the human toll of our Government workers can no longer be shrugged 
off as being unavoidable. 

Here is the record: 


COMPARISON OF GOVERNMENT INJURY RATES WITH PRIVATE INDUSTRY 


The Government injury rates have been compiled by the Bureau of Employees’ 
Jompensation, United States Department of Labor. Private industry rates have 
been compiled by the National Safety Council and United States Bureau of Labor 
Statistics. 
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The above rates are for the year 1953, the latest year for which the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics rates are available. The Departments listed represent 79.7 per- 
cent of the Government employees. Differences exist in the two sets of industrial 
rates because each represents the experience of a different group. The National 
Safety Council rates are based principally on the experience of its members only. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics rates are based on industry generally. 

The above table shows that Federal rates are higher than those of many in- 
dustries including industries with operations inherently more hazardous than 
those of Government. The records of selected companies with excellent accident- 
prevention programs indicate that Federal injury rates can be reduced by as 
much as 75 percent. According to the Civil Service Commission, the majority 
of employees in the Government service are office workers, certainly not a hazard- 
ous occupation, 

Some Government departments, particularly the Navy Department, Atomic 
Energy Commission, and Government Printing Office, have achieved excellent 
safety records, Special praise must be given to the naval shipyards because 
their work is considered in the “high risk” category, and year after year they 
have one of the lowest rates in Government. Their record proves that the 
job ean be done by all Government agencies. 


COMPARISON OF REDUCTION IN RATES 


(a) The Federal Government’s accident frequency rate for 1944-54 period 
was reduced 30 percent. 

(b) Private industry reduced its accident frequency rate 50.1 percent for the 
same period. 

(c) The Federal Government's accident-frequency rate for the 1950-54 period 
was reduced 10.5 percent. 

(d) Private industry reduced its accident-frequency rate 22.4 percent for the 
same period. 

WILLIAMS REPORT 

Mr. President, 10 years ago, in 1946, Mr. Sidney J. Williams, the assistant to 
the president of the National Safety Council and one of the foremost authorities 
in the field of accident prevention, made a survey of the Federal safety programs. 
The principal findings of his report were as follows: 

First. The annual direct and indirect accident cost to the Federal Government 
was estimated at $40 million. 

Second. The experience of a few Federal agencies and of private industry 
clearly indicated that many substantial reductions in these costs could be effected. 

Third. Safety organization in the Federal agencies was only partially complete 
and effective. 

Let us analyze Mr. Williams’ report 10 long years after it was submitted to the 
Chairman of the Federal Interdepartmental Safety Council, on March 19, 1946. 

First. Today the estimated annual direct and indirect accident cost to the 
Federal Government is over $128 million, an increase of $88 millions over 1946. 
Of course, injury costs have risen since 1946, partly because of inereased benefits 
under the Federal Employees Compensation Act. But the fact remains that there 
has been more money paid out in compensation cases in the past 6 years than 
there has been for the past 33 years. What has been done about it? I think Mr. 
Ned H. Dearborn, president of the National Safety Council, Chicago, Ill, gave the 
answer when he told a meeting of the Federal Safety Council in Washington ir 
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February 1952, that “the administrators of agencies with high accident records 
stand convicted of both inhumanity and inefficiency, so long as they fail to make 
their subordinate administrators conscious of the necessity and opportunity to 
stop accidents in their departments.” He also charged that the department 
heads employing thousands of workers, had an attitude toward safety as callous 
or unthinking as that of the most backward industrial management two genera- 
tions ago. 

Second. In regard to Mr. Williams’ second recommendation, I believe the com- 
parison I made of Government injury rates with private industry and the com- 
parison of reduction in rates indicate again that there is an appalling lag in im- 
proving the accident record in Government. To substantiate this statement fur- 
ther, I quote in part the remarks of Mr. Paul E. Gurske, Director of the Bureau 
of Labor Standards, and Chairman of the Federal Safety Council. During the 
— Se oe he appeared before an appropriations subcommittee, 

e said: 

“We have been urging private industry to continue to do a better job and pre- 
vent accidents, but the Federal Government has done very little, although a 
few departments are doing an outstanding job.” 

No man in government is in a better position to appraise the effectiveness of 
current government safety programs than is Mr. Gurske, and I am willing to 
take his word that the Government “has done very little.” 

Third. Mr. Williams’ third recommendation of 9 years ago was based on his 
finding that “safety organization in the Federal agencies is only partially com- 
plete and effective.” The same condition exists now as it did then. The 1953 
annual report of the Federal Safety Council, page 3, paragraph 3, says: “As a 
result of surveys and investigations it was determined that active safety organi- 
zations had not been established in all Federal agencies.” 

Why? Was this condition brought to the attention of the Secretary of Labor 
by members of the Federal Safety Council? It is the current duty of the Coun- 
cil to advise the Secretary of Labor with respect to the development and main- 
tenance of adequate and effective safety organizations and programs in the Fed- 
eral departments and agencies. If this condition was reported to the Secretary 
what did he do about it? He certainly has the necessary power to take action 
under President Truman’s Executive Order 10194, establishing the Federal 
Safety Council. The Executive order says in part: 

“The heads of Government departments and agencies are directed to develop, 
support, and foster organized safety promotion.” 

Mr. Williams’ recommendations have been ignored and they will continue to 
be ignored, unless we pass legislation that will have teeth in it. 


RESPONSIBILITY OF TOP MANAGEMENT 


The fact that accidents constitute a needless waste is the driving force behind 
the organized safety movement in private industry. Accidents waste men, ma- 
terials, and money. They damage or ruin machinery and equipment. They 
interfere with production. They cripple or disable valuable men. These are 
some of the reasons why every well-managed business makes accident prevention 
an integral part of its operations. 

Top level management in private industry watches accident costs as it does all 
costs. The comptroller reports to top management the cost in dollars and cents 
covered by failure to have an adequate safety program. Private industry holds 
operating executives responsible for preventable costs and gives suitable credit 
for good work in reducing them. This approach is generally accepted as essential 
to first-rate safety performance. 

Likewise top management in Government must take an active and interested 
part in the development and operation of the safety program. An executive’s 
support can be secured only when he is convinced of the need of such a program. 
Conviction will come to him only with full understanding of what his accident 
losses really are, how they affect efficiency, and what safety means in terms of 
production and personnel relationships. 

If the top executive does not see the reasons for a sound accident-prevention 
program, no one else is likely to see them. The grapevine quickly carries to 
every employee that the idea that only lip service to the safety program is re- 
quired, or, on the contrary, that accidents must be stopped and that everyone 
must and is expected to do his part. 
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WHAT IS THE PRESENT SAFETY ORGANIZATION IN GOVERNMENT? 


In 1950 the Federal Safety Council was established by Executive Order 10194. 
It was composed of one representative and alternate from each of the Federal 
Government departments and agencies. This Council has no full-time director, 
no technical staff beyond one safety engineer, and only one clerk paid by the 
Department of Labor. 

The Council is an advisory body to the Secretary of Labor, and meets 3 or 4 
times a year. I do not know how much advice the Council has given the present 
and former Secretaries of Labor regarding the maintenance of adequate and 
effective safety organization. But I do say that 1 or 2 things were wrong: 
either Council gave the advice to the Secretaries and they did not pursue the 
recommendations, or the Council gave no advice to them. Everyone was just 
rolling along hoping no one would expose this shocking condition. Yet the 
Council cannot possibly exist on a shoestring and still serve as a clearinghouse 
on safety problems for 21%4 million people. We need a full-time staff of compe- 
tent safety engineers, headed by a qualified director. The present Council is 
trying to do business on a hit-or-miss basis by appointing committees to do its 
work. For example, it took one committee almost 3 years to write a manual 
on construction. 

Mr. President, the bill I introduce today is designed to promote a realistic 
safety educational program and a safety inspection procedure designed to reduce 
the human suffering and financial losses incurred as a result of industrial acci- 
dents in the Federal service. The bill would encourage broad employee partici- 
pation in safety educational programs, and encourage the development of safety- 
conscious employees. 

Section 2 of the bill establishes a separate division in the Department of 
Labor, to be known as the Federal Safety Division. This Division would be 
headed by a Director whose salary would be established at the pay level of 
GS-16, and whose selection would be made from a civil-service register estab- 
lished as a result of a competitive-examination process which would insure the 
selection of the most qualified individual. 

This selection method would provide the Safety Division with a leader who 
would possess the proper degree of experience and background in industrial 
safety and education. It would instill the confidence and respect of all agencies 
in the importance of the Safety Division’s objectives and aims. Hence it would 
also tend to encourage a high degree of cooperation from all Federal agencies. 

The bill further authorizes the Director to appoint, subject to civil-service 
laws and rules, the necessary qualified personnel to carry out the functions 
and responsibilities of the Safety Division. A minimum of 10 qualified safety 
engineers would be included. The appointment, selection, classification, and 
promotion of employees in the Safety Division would be based upon merit and 
eens without any political test or qualification required or given considera- 
tion. 

The bill lists the responsibilites and functions of the Director of the Federal 
Safety Division, as follows: 

First, to collect and analyze data regarding safety standards and programs 
presently in operation in the Federal agencies ; 

Second, to develop and promulgate new minimum standards for the conducting 
of safety educational programs by the Federal agencies; 

Third, to develop and establish the minimum safe working standards to be 
maintained by the Federal agencies ; 

Fourth, to provide a clearing-house function in the Division which will gather 
and make available to the Federal agencies appropriate assistance on all matters 
relating to employee safety ; 

Fifth, to promote uniformity by assisting and cooperating with the related 
health and fire-prevention activities persently pursued by other Federal agencies ; 

Sixth, to .develop programs designed to reduce the number of tort claims 
against the Federal Government resulting from injuries to private persons 
and property attributable directly or indirectly to officers and employees of 
the Federal Government ; ; 

Seventh, to inspect periodically the premises and interrogate the personnel 
of each of the Federal agencies to ascertain if the minimum standards developed 
and established pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) above are being maintained 
by such Federal agencies ; 

Hight, to prepare for the issuance annually to the Congress by the Secretary 
of Labor, a report showing the progress made in the field of accident prevention 
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in the Federal agencies through the reduction of the number of accidents and 
injuries among the officers and employees of such agencies by the elimination of 
work hazards and health risks; and 

Ninth, to recommend to the Secretary of Labor for transmittal to the Bureau 
of the Budget the amount which should be allocated in the budget of each 
Federal agency for its use in carrying out the safety educational programs 
approved by the Federal Safety Division, such amount to be based on the need 
of each such agency for such a program. This process would insure that the 
funds would be available—consistent with an expert evaluation of each agency’s 
needs—to finance realistic and adequate safety educational programs. 

The bill proposes to establish a noncompensable Federal Safety Advisory 
Committee in the Department of Labor. The members of said committee will 
be designed by the Secretary of Labor upon receipt of nominations from each 
Federal agency, the Public Health Service, and the National and International 
unions having Federal employee membership. 

The functions of the Committee would be to advise the Director of the Federal 
Safety Division in respect to the development of effective safety educational 
programs and safety standards. The Committee would in effect be an excellent 
soundingboard for the development of new and improved standards and ideas. 
Employee union participation would enhance the acceptance of safety education 
and working standards among Federal employees. 

The bill authorizes the Secretary of Labor to establish Federal Field Safety 
Advisory Committees, in those geographical areas which are supervised by 
regional directors. Such committees would give assistance to the field establish- 
ments of the Federal agencies in organizing accident prevention programs and 
strengthening existing programs aimed at reducing the frequency, severity, and 
cost of accidents in their respective areas of operation. Such committees would 
implement in the field, the policies of the Federal Safety Division. 

The bill also sets forth the method by which the Bureau of Employees’ Com- 
pensation of the Department of Labor shall arrive at their annual budget esti- 
mates for appropriations to the Federal Employees’ Compensation Fund. This 
has been deemed necessary because the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation 
advises that there is no statutory requirement placed upon the Bureau with 
reference to the method by which the Bureau must arrive at estimates for 
budgetary requirements for funding of the Employee's Compensation Fund. The 
Director of the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation would henceforth estabilsh 
the annual budget estimates on the basis of the Federal agency’s premium cost 
of the preceding fiscal year for injuries sustained by the employees of the 
Federal Government. All appropriations deposited in the Federal Employees’ 
Compensation Fund would remain there until expended for the payment of 
benefits consistent with the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended. 

The special jurisdictional position of the District of Columbia has led to the 
conclusion that participation of the employees of the District of Columbia, while 
desirable and expected, should be on an optional basis. This result would be 
achieved by section 2 (h) which would allow the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia to elect to participate in the program as far as they deem feasible 
for District of Columbia employees. 

Section 3 of the bill would amend section 24 of the Federal Employees’ Com- 
peusation Act by inserting a new subsection, the purpose of which is to impose 
sanctions for concealing any material fact in relation to injury or death, for 
making false statements or representations, for using false writings or entries 
in relation to injury sitautions. or for inducing or compelling a person to forego 
the filing of a claim or other paper required to be filed under the act. 

In the administration of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, it has 
been alleged over the vears that some individuals have discouraged employees 
and dependents from filing claims in bona fide injury and death situations, merely 
to make a showing of an apparently sood—though fictitious—safety record. 
This proposed action is intended to discourage any such actions and to impose 
sanctions where the forbidden acts are accomplished or attempted. 

Section 4 would repeal section 33 (c) of the Federal Employees’ Compensa- 
tion Act and would insert in its place the above provisions for the establish- 
ment of the Federal Safety Division. 

Section 5 would authorize to be appropriated such sums as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the provisions of the act. 

I realize that some of the features of this legislation will be unpopular in 
some quarters. But my interest is in the welfare of the Federal workers and 
their families and the taxpayers of our country who are paying very dearly for 
these needless accidents occurrring in the Federal establishments. I have 
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pledged myself to do everything humanly possible to reduce them and I know 
my colleagues in the Senate and House will do likewise. 

Probably one controversial feature of the bill is the one giving the necessary 
powers to the Director or his designated representatives to investigate and 
inspect buildings and question employees. Some will say this is infringing 
on the rights of the department or agency. 

Yet, at the present time, the Civil Service Commission inspects agency person- 
nel programs to see that they operate in accordance with requirements of law 
and with the Commission’s standards. Similarly, General Accounting Office 
personnel conduct investigations relating to the disbursement and appropria- 
tion of public grants, and prescribe and evaluate accounting systems. 

Why should not inspections be made of Federal buildings for the purpose 
of saving life and property damage? Likewise, the Federal Government imposes 
on private industry certain laws and regulations. For example: 

The Interstate Commerce Commission renders assistance in the enforcement 
of regulations affecting transportation, and surveys are conducted of motor-car- 
rier operating practices to reduce accidents and to promote safety on the public 
highways. 

The Food and Drug Administration enforces laws designed to protect consum- 
ers against adulterated and misbranded foods and drugs. Violations are 
reported to the Department of Justice. 

The Bureau of Mines investigates accidents and rescue work operations. The 
Bureau’s activities are designed to reduce working hazards, safeguard the health 
of workers, and promote efficiency in the mining industries. Action is taken 
to require compliance with mandatory provisions. 

Why should we not give our Government worker just as good protection as 
the Government provides for non-Government workers? 


CONCLUSION 


No attempt has been made, Mr. President, to point out the many inadequacies 
in the present safety programs of the relatively few Federal departments and 
agencies which do have them, nor the many cases where no safety program 
whatever exists—nor the even greater number of cases where complete indiffer- 
ence to these problems is obviously shown by the record, even where programs 
are in existence. 

It is obvious that the time has come to take stock. This proposed legislation 
will provide the framework for a successful safety venture that will benefit 
thousands’ of Government workers and also save millions of dollars to the tax- 
payers of our country. 

Since the task is a formidable one, marking time is not enough. The much- 
worn phrase, “The Federal Government should lead, not lag, in the important 
field of employees’ safety,” can become a reality by adopting the proposed legisia- 
tion I have outlined. 

Industry generally has shown us an embarrassing example. For industry. 
accident prevention is good business. Industry has found that it costs less to 
prevent accidents, than it does to have them. 

It is high time that we, who makes the laws of the land, see to it that our 
Government follows suit. 

It is high time that we had a unified approach to the safety problem, and 
an agency with adequate funds, adequate personnel, and adequate powers of 
inspection to plan a coordinated attack on the Government’s appalling accident 
rate. 

It is my great hope that hearings will be held soon and legislation passed at 
this session of Congress, because I believe that this bill can be the means of 
bringing about a real improvement in the safety record of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. President, on behalf of myself, the Senator from New Mexico [{Mr. Chavez], 
the Senator from Ulinois [Mr. Douglas], the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
Jolmston!, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Kefauver], the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Kennedy], the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Langer], the 
Senator from New York [Mr. Lehman], the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
Morse], the Senator from Montana [Mr. Murray], the Senator from West Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Neely], and the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. Neuberger], I 
intreduce, for appropriate reference, a bill to provide for the reorganization of 
the safety functions of the Federal Government, and for other purposes. I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill may be printed in the Record. 

The Prestmpent pro tempore. The bill will be received and appropriately re- 
ferred ; and, without objection, the bill will be printed in the Record. 
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The bill (S. 3517) to provide for the reorganization of the safety functions of 
the Federal Government, and for other purposes, introduced by Mr. Humphrey 
(for himself and other Senators), was received, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on Government Operations, and ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows: 

“Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, 


“REORGANIZATION 


“Section 1. In order to carry out the recommendations of the Commission on 
Organization of the Executive Branch of the Government that the Department 
of Labor should be enlarged to include all of the functions which properly belong 
to it, and in order to provide a firmer legislative basis for the carrying on of a 
more complete and efficient safety program for the Federal Government, the 
functions of the Federal Safety Council, established pursuant to Executive Order 
Numbered 10194, dated December 20, 1950, are hereby transferred to the Federal 
Safety Division of the Department of Labor established pursuant to the pro- 
visions of section 2 of this Act. 


“FEDERAL SAFETY DIVISION 


“Sec. 2. (a) There is hereby created in the Department of Labor a Federal 
Safety Division which, in addition to carrying out the functions transferred to 
it pursuant to section 1 hereof, shall be responsible for the direction and co- 
ordination of all safety educational programs and accident, injury, and related 
loss-prevention procedures conducted by the Federal agencies in furtherance of 
the purposes of section 33 of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act. Such 
agencies shall keep such records of injuries and accidents to persons covered by 
such Act, whether or not resulting in loss of time or the payment or furnishing 
of benefits, and make such statistical or other reports and upon such forms as the 
Secretary of Labor may by regulation prescribe. 

““(b) The Federal Safety Division shall be under the direction of a Director of 
Federal Safety (hereafter referred to in this Act as the “Director”’), who shall 
be appointed by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with the civil service 
laws and rules, and who shall receive compensation at the rate established for 
grade 16 of the general schedule of the Classification Act of 1949, as amended. 

“(e) The Director shall, subject to the civil service laws and rules, appoint 
not less than ten qualified safety engineers, technically experienced in the field 
of accident prevention, regional directors where appropriate, and such other 
employees as he deems necessary to carry out the functions and duties of his 
office under this act and shall fix their compensation in accordance with the 
Classification Act of 1949, as amended. In the appointment, selection, classifica- 
tion, and promotion of officers and employees of the Federal Safety Division, 
no political test or qualifications shall be permitted or given consideration, but 
all such appointments and promotions shall be given and made on the basis of 
qualifications, merit, and efficiency under the rules of the Civil Service Commis- 
sion. 

“(d) It shall be the duty of the Director— 

(1) to collect and analyze data regarding safety standards and programs 
presently in operation in the Federal agencies ; 

“(2) to develop and promulgate new minimum standards for the conduct- 
ing of safety educational programs by the Federal agencies ; 

“(3) to develop and establish the minimum safe working standards to be 
maintained by the Federal agencies; 

“(4) to provide a clearinghouse function in the Division which will 
gather and make available to the Federal agencies appropriate assistance 
on all matters relating to employee safety ; 

“(5) to promote uniformity by assisting and cooperating with the re- 
lated health and fire-prevention activities presently pursued by other Fed- 
eral agencies ; 

“(6) to develop programs designed to reduce the number of tort claims 
against the Federal Government resulting from injuries to private persons 
and property attributable directly or indirectly to officers and employees of 
the Federal Government ; 

“(7) to inspect periodically the premises and interrogate the personnel of 
each of the Federal agencies to ascertain if the minimum standards developed 
and established pursuant to paragraphs (1) and (2) hereof are being main- 
tained by such Federal agencies: 
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(8) to prepare for the issuance annually to the Congress by the Secretary 
of Labor, a report showing the progress made in the field of accident preven- 
tion in the Federal agencies through the reduction of the number of accidents 
and injuries among the officers and employees of such agencies by the elimina- 
tion of work hazards and health risks; 

“(9) to recommend to the Secretary of Labor for transmittal to the Bureau 
of the Budget the amount which should be allocated in the budget of each 
Federal agency for its use in carrying out the safety educational programs 
approved by the Federal Safety Division, such amount to be based on the 
need of each such agency for such a program, 

“(e) The Director of Federal Safety is hereby authorized to enter and to au- 
thorize the entry of appropriate officers of his Division, in order to inspect such 
places and such records, question employees, and investigate such facts, condi- 
tions, practices or matters as he may deem necessary to carry out his duties pur- 
suant to this Act. 

““(f) (1) There is hereby established in the Department of Labor a Federal 
Safety Advisory Committee (hereinafter referred to in this subsection as the 
‘Committee’ ) to be composed of such qualified representatives of the Federal agen- 
cies, and such qualified representatives from national or international Federal 
Government employee unions and the Public Health Service as shall be appointed 
from time to time by the Secretary of Labor. The Committee shall be composed of 
twenty-seven members of which no fewer than nine members shall be appointed 
from national and international Federal Government employee unions. The 
length of tenure of Committee members shall be determined by the Secretary 
of Labor. The heads of the Federal agencies shall nominate the representative 
and alternate of their respective agencies and the heads of national or inter- 
national unions having Federal employee members shall nominate the union rep- 
resentatives and alternates. The members of the Committee shall serve as such 
without additional compensation. 

(2) It shall be the duty of the Committee to advise the Director of the 
Federal Safety Division with respect to— 

“(A) the development and coordination of effective safety educational 
programs and minimum safety standards in the Federal agencies, and 

“(B) the carrying out of his duties pursuant to the authority contained in 
this Act. 

“(3) The Secretary of Labor is authorized to establish, in those geographical 
areas which are supervised by regional directors, Federal field safety advisory 
committees which shall give assistance to the field establishment of the Federal 
agencies in organizing accident prevention programs and strengthening existing 
programs aimed at reducing the frequency, severity, and cost of accidents in 
their respective areas of operation. Such committees shall implement in the 
field, the policies established by the Federal Safety Division of the Department 
of Labor. 

“(¢) The Bureau of Employees’ Compensation of the Department of Labor 
shall, prior to August 15 of each year, furnish the Secretary of Labor for use in 
the preparation of the Department’s annual budget estimates, the latest statistics 
showing the pure premium cost for past work injuries sustained by employees 
of the several Federal agencies and its bureaus, based upon the frequency, 
severity, and direct incurred loss experience of each agency and its bureaus under 
the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act. ‘The Department of Labor shall 
include in its annual budget estimates a request for an appropriation in an 
amount equal to such premium cost and shall, as soon as practicable after the 
beginning of each fiscal year, deposit in the Federal employees’ compensation 
fund of the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation such sums as may have been 
appropirated pursuant to such request, for the payment of benefits from such 
fund on account of the employees of the Federal agencies. Any sums so de- 
posited shall remain available in such fund until expended. 

“(h) As used in this Act (1) the term ‘Federal agencies’ includes (A) the 
executive departments, (B) the Departments of the Army, Navy, and the Air 
Force, and (C) the independent establishments and agencies in the executive 
branch, including Government corporations and instrumentalities of the United 
States wholly owned by the United States: Provided, That the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia may elect to participate in this program to the extent 
and degree that they deem feasible the participation herein of the municipal 
government of the District of Columbia; and (2) the term ‘incurred less’. means 
the amount of loss, paid and outstanding, for which the Federal employees com- 
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pensation fund of the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation has become liable 
during the preceding fiscal year. 

“(i) The Director of the Bureau of the Budget is authorized to establish 
the amount of funds to be allocated in the annual budget of each Federal 
agency for the purpose of carrying out its safety educational programs and 
the minimizing of hazardous work practices and conditions. Such amount 
shall not be less than the equivalent of 244 per centum of the total amount 
requested by any such agency in its annual operating budget. 


“AMENDMENT TO SECTION 24 OF THE FEDERAL EMPLOYEES’ COMPENSATION ACT 


“Seo. 3. Section 24 of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, as amended, 
is amended (1) by inserting ‘(a)’ immediately preceding the first sentence 
thereof, and (2) by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

‘(b) Whoever, being an officer or employee of the United States knowingly 
and wilfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up by any trick, scheme, or device, a 
material fact in relation to the injury or death of a person compensable under 
the provisions of this Act or any extension or application thereof, or makes 
any false, fictitious, or fradulent statement or representation, or makes or uses 
any false writing or document knowing the same to contain any false, fictitious, 
or fradulent statement or entry, in relation to such an injury or death, or 
induces or compels any persons to forego the filing of any claim for compensation 
or other benefits provided under this Act or any extension or application thereof, 
or retains any notice, report, claim, or paper which is required to be filed under 
this Act or any extension or application thereof, or regulations promulgated 
thereunder, shall be fined not more than $5,000 or imprisoned not more than two 
years, or both.’ 

“REPEALER 


“Sec. 4. Section 33 (c) of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act is hereby 


repealed. 
“APPROPRIATION AUTHORIZED 


“Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may 
be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act.” 

Mr. HumMpurey. Mr. President, | ask unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record at this point a table showing Federal employment by States. The 
table gives the actual census count made by the Civil Service Commission of 
Federal employees in the respective States. 

There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed in the record, 
as follows: 


Federal employment by States 


Alabama Q Ne id Site Fe bogs. 5, 000 
Arizona i 5 New Hampshire 

Colorado : New Jersey 

California New York 

Connecticut 

Delaware North Carolina____ 

Florida__ North Dakota 


Seelam ii : 

Rhode Island 

Pennsylvania 
amnesia oe 
Kentucky South Dakota_______- 
Louisiana 2 mnpien 2200208 2 OE tees 
Maine i Utah____ 26, 300 
Maryland, excluding metro- Vermont 8, 100 

politan Washington § Virginia, excluding wmetro- 

Massachusetts.__.....--_.--- polian area____-_-__-_- fo) Seo 
Michigan f Washington__-_-_____- 
Minnesota West Virginia 
Mississippi Wisconsin 
Missouri Wyoming ; 
Montana ee SEs VAR Le Les Bu 110, 400 
Nebraska . 
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Mr. Sreprens. We, the national representatives of the loyal body 
of Federal employees, urge that S. 3517 be reported favorably to the 
Senate. We pledge the Nation our support, Mr. Chairman, in doing 
everything possible toward the education of our members in the 
field of safe working practices. 

Senator Kennepy. Just one question. 

What is your feeling about S. 3582, the administration safety bill? 

Mr. SrerHens. We don’t agree at all with the principle of S. 3582. 
There are basically two things that we are opposed to. One is that 
the appointment of the Safety Director shall be made by the President ; 
the other is the so-called charge-back system of maintaining the com- 
pensation, employees’ compensation fund, 

Senator Kennepy. Why do you object to that? 

Mr. Streruens. I tried to bring that out in my testimony. On thing 
would be that we have the various agencies of Government going be- 
fore the Appropriations Committees. We feel that the appropriations 
for the employees’ compensation fund would not be made on a uniform 
busis. 

Those agencies, such as, for instance, the defense agencies, which 
have their various industrial establishments, having a very, very 
high opportunity for accidents, have a much higher appropriations 
request than, for instance, GSA or some agency where they are pre- 
dominantly a white-collar group. 

We feel there is a very good likelihood of the Appropriations Com- 
mittees in certain years not providing such funds to keep the em- 
ployees’ compensation fund on a sound basis. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much. 

Mr. StepHens. We also feel, Mr. Chairman, if I may just stress 
the point—and we do have past experiences to lead us to this belief 
-—that in order to show a better accident rate, to show a better safety 
program, that some of the agencies might bring employees in to work 
at times when they shouldn’t be working because of injury. 

We do have cases that have been reported to us where employees 
have been carried on a stretcher and laid along the side of the wall, 
in order that they don’t have a lost-time accident report to be made 
for those employees. 

Senator Kennepy. Thank you very much for your testimony. 

The next witness is Mr. Thomas G. Walters, operations director 
of the Government Employees Council, AFL-CIO. You may proceed, 
Mr. Walters. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS G. WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Watters. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, with your permission, 
I would like to make a statement for Mr. E. C. Hallbeck, legislative 
representative of the National Federation of Post Office Clerks, who 
is this morning ones over on the House side and testifying on 


the major medical bill. He would like to have permission to file his 
statement today or tomorrow on this subject. 
Senator Martin. (presiding). That will be done. 
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(The statement of Mr. Hallbeck is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALiLBEcK, LEGISLATIVE DrirecToR, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
Post Orrice CLERKS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is E. C. Hallbeck 
and I am the legislative director of the National Federation of Post Office Clerks, 
with offices at 711 14th Street, NW., Washington, D. C. 

The bill S. 3517, if enacted, would establish a Federal Safety Division in the 
Department of Labor with a Director of Federal Safety appointed on the basis 
of qualifications and technical knowledge in the safety field. The bill further 
provides for the appointment of qualified safety engineers who would serve as 
regional directors in the field. In addition, the bill provides for the establish- 
ment of a Federal Safety Advisory Committee, appointed by the Secretary of 
Labor which would be composed of representatives of Departments and agencies, 
the Public Health Service, and National and International Federal employee 
unions. The members of the Advisory Committee would serve without addi- 
tional compensation. In our judgment, legislation of this character is long 
overdue. President Eisenhower has recognized the failure of the present pro- 
gram to deal with this subject on a satisfactory basis and has expressed great 
eoncern over the problem of injuries to Federal employees. 

According to the National Safety Council, private industry has an average 
frequency rate of 4.17 percent while the average rate of accident frequency in the 
Federal establishment is 10.3 percent. I think these figures alone are suf- 
ficient to justify the enactment of legislation which will put direct responsi- 
bility for a coordinated safety program in the hands of the Secretary of Labor, 
I believe that the bill S. 3517 is well designed for that purpose. 

The records indicate that in the 5 years from January 1, 1950, to December 31, 
1954, almost 200,000 employees were disabled and more that 1,100 lost their lives 
as the result of accidents within the Federal establishment. The suffering 
and anguish resulting from these accidents, to say nothing whatever about 
the monetary loss, is to our mind an excellent reason for the prompt enactment 
of safety legislation. I feel that Senator Humphrey is to be congratulated, 
along with the cosponsors of 8. 3517, for the attention and study given to this 
subject and I hope this committee will take prompt action leading to its enact- 
ment. 

Thank you. 


Mr. Watters. By way of introduction, my name is Thomas G. 
Walters, operations director of the Government. Employees’ Council 
of the AFL-CIO, 100 Indiana Avenue NW., Washington 1, D. C., 
phone EXecutive 3~-2820 and 3-2821. : 

The Government Employees’ Council of the AFL-CIO is made u 
of 23 national and international unions whose membership, in whole 
or in part, are civil-service employees. The total Federal and postal 
employee membership of the Government Employees’ Council is more 
than 600,000. 

Many years ago the Government Employees’ Council placed two 
items on their long-range legislative agenda: No. 1, the question 
of Federal and Postal Employees under the Unemployment Insur- 
ance Act, and 2, to establish, by law, an educational and safety pro- 
gram in the Federal service. 

We have accomplished the No. 1 item on our long-range legisla- 
tive agenda, but up to this moment we have been unsuccessful. in 
obtaining a law on the broad question of safety in the Federal service. 

About 2 years ago a special committee of the Government Employes’ 
Council was named, with Mr. Russell M. Stephens, president of the 
American Federation of Technical Engineers, as chairman and the 
following delegates to the Government Employes’ Council as members 
on the safety committee: William E. Peacock, William E. Maloney, 
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W. H. Ryan, Robert Probey, and John H. Lyons, and Thomas G. 
Walters as ex officio member. 

This committee, under the able we of Mr. Stephens, has 
diligently worked to obtain a law that would reorganize the safet 
functions of the Federal Government, and we believe that S. 351 
when enacted into law will go a long way in improving safety and 
eliminating accidents in the Federal and postal service. 

On June 18 the safety committee met in the office of Mr. Stephens, 
where we discussed the contents of his statement that he presented to 
this committee at the hearings today. The members of the committee 
unanimously endorsed the statement that was presented to this com- 
mittee by Mr. Stephens, the chairman of the Government Employes’ 
Council safety committee. 

The Government Employes’ Council’s officers and delegates to the 
council several weeks ago unanimously endorsed the provisions of 
S. 3517. 

We trust, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, that this 
committee will not give any serious consideration to amending S. 
3517 to make it possible for the cost of this program to be charged 
back to the individual agencies. We do not believe that this procedure 
is practical and it will certainly eliminate a uniform training and 
educational program throughout the Federal service. 

According to the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation records 
almost omhelt million Federal employees were injured in the 5-year 
period from January 1, 1950, to December 30, 1954. During this 
period 199,997 employees were disabled and working fatal accidents 
claimed the lives of 1,115 workers, with 2,676 dependents, and over 
15 million days were lost. 

It is estimated that the direct and indirect cost for this period was 
more than $622 million for occupational accidents alone. Produc- 
tion time lost for this period represents a year’s loss of the service 
of nearly 50,000 workers. Over 87 million production man-hours were 
lost, the average rate of approximately $1.83 per hour. This mone- 
tary waste amounted to more than $159 million. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, S, 3517 is designed 
to promote a realistic safety educational program and a safety in- 
spection procedure designed to reduce the human suffering and iin 
cial losses incurred as a result of industrial accidents in the Federal 
service. 

S. 3517 would encourage employee participation in a safety educa- 
tional program. 

On behalf of the officers and delegates of the Government Em- 
ployes’ Council, I urge immediate approval of S. 3517, and we ex- 
tend to Senator Humphrey and the cosponsors our profound thanks 
and appreciation for the introduction of S. 3517, and to you, Mr. 
Chairman.and members of the committee, we extend our thanks and 
appreciation for holding these hearings and permitting us to appear 
and testify in co apr of S. 3517. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


Senator Martin. The next witness is Mr. — 


I understand you have a statement for Mr. Riley also. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM H. RYAN, PRESIDENT AND LEGISLATIVE 
REPRESENTATIVE, DISTRICT NO. 44, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
TION OF MACHINISTS, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Ryan. Yes, I do. 
With your permission, I would like to read Mr. Riley’s statement 
into the record, It is short. 


STATEMENT OF GrorGE D. Ritey, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AFL-CIO 


I am adding the full endorsement of 8S. 3517 of the AFL-CIO along with our 
unions’ support. 

Any really organized effort, in the past, of the Government to eliminate or 
minimize the number of accidents in its own household is in itself entirely 
accidental. 

For years, the postal service was the most dangerous location for employees. 
I have not leoked at the figures lately, but believe the record is not greatly 
improved. 

And for years, the Government boasted one safety engineer, Ed Herges, who 
tried as best as one person could to whip up enthusiasm for safety. I ufider- 
stand he soon will retire. I regret his leaving because I know he had his heart 
in his job. 

But, even his work was made incidental to other functions, notably those of the 
one-time employees’ Compensation Commission. That Commission was deprived 
of its official independence and it was pigeonholed into the former Federal Se- 
eurity Agency. Later it became a bureau in the Department of Labor. 

There was the Interdepartmental Safety Council, something of a paper or- 
ganization bearing a lot of names but lacking in results. 

tven the Executive orders purporting to promote safety have been pious and 
nothing else for fear of shoving responsibility over to someone else’s doorstep. 
Press releases on safety conference always include mention of the importance of 
doing something for or with Uncle Sam’s stepchildren. 

And, then the safety delegates, having heard the usual speeches, packed up and 
left-town, Everybody relaxed once more and all was serene again. 

The recent history of safety on Capitol Hill is approximately as follows, in ad- 
dition to the customary flutter of bills: 

A minor item of $46,000 was submitted for appropriation. One House kicked 
it out. We got $26,000 restored in the other House and in conference that was 
made short work of. I asked a Member what happened and why. 

He told me, “Just no interest.” Nobody showed any concern. 

The following year, there was not even a single dollar in the budget to meet that 
item, and no appropriation. The meager sum had only been intended to get a 
limited program underway. 

It costs somewhere around $40,000 to settle a death claim, so it is clear that the 
saving of one life of the many sacrifices would have paid for a whole year’s op- 
eration of the modest beginning to scale down accidents. 

Until your committee starts this measure on its way toward enactment, there 
still will have been little done to get results in a concerted effort. 

Safety is not spectacular. Perhaps this, too, has worked against getting 
started. Only accidents make headlines, they say. 

The Government accident record is damaging, far worse than in industry. 

The Government does not have to be competitive, it seems. It does not have 
to watch a profit margin, so the incentive seems lacking. Perhaps it has been 
deemed easier, if not:less costly, to pay the death benefits; to pay for injuries 
and permanent and temporary disabilities and to buy the artificial legs and 
arms than to face up to a responsibility. 

Please give this measure your earliest action. We will have our difficulties 
on the House side in the Labor Committee where similar bills are gathering 
thick coatings of dust. 


Mr. Ryan. That, Mr. Chairnian, is Mr. Riley’s statement. 

Senator Corron (presiding). I understand you are going to present 
your own statement, having presented Mr. Riley’s statement. 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. Proceed. 
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Mr. Ryan. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my 
name is William H. Ryan, and I am president and legislative represen- 
tative of district No. 44, International Association of Machinists, 
AFL-CIO. 

District 44 of the International Association of Machinists is com- 
posed of local lodges of Federal employees throughout the United 
States and insular possessions. 

[ appear before this committee in behalf of our membership to 
testify in wholehearted support for the enactment of S. 3517, a bill 
to provide for the reorganization of the safety functions of the Federal 
Gereramant, 

5, 3517 is without doubt a most realistic approach to the problem 
of | reducing the human suffering and monetary losses experienced 
through industrial accidents in the Federal service. 

The bill would establish the repsonsibility within one division of 
the Department of Labor to establish safe work standards, minimum 
eriteria for safety education, centralize assistance to Federal agencies 
relating to employee safety problems, the promotion of uniformity 
amongst agencies in safety and fire prevention programs, the develop- 
ment of realistic programs to reduce tort claims against the Federal 
Government, and the establishment of safety and fire prevention in- 
spection service to insure adherence to safety and fire prevention 
practices in the Federal agencies. 

The poor safety record of the Federal Government should dictate 
the necessity of instituting overall responsibility in one division of 
the Labor Department for developing and overseeing a realistic 
program to reduce the appalling amount of human suffering and 
cost of industrial accidents and fires. 

S. 3517 would also establish a means through the Federal Safety 
Advisory Committee, to enhance the cooperation of all Federal em- 
ployees affected by the standards established by the Federal Safety 
Division. 

It is our considered opinion that a safety program is only as good 
as it is acceptable to the people it affects, therefore, the participation 
of leaders of employee organizations in the establishment of safety 
and fire preventive standards, would insure the responsible accept- 
ance of any and all objective programs to improve safe working prac- 
tices and conditions in the Federal agencies. 

We earnestly urge this committee to take favorable action on 
S. 3517, and to work diligently for its speedy enactment by the United 
States Senate at the earliest possible date. 

I wish'to express my appreciation to this committee for the opportu- 
nity to express the views of our membership on this important piece 
of legislation, and also, to compliment Senator Saekas and his 
several colleagues for introducting S. 3517. 

Mr. Chairman, there was mentioned previously, a question directed 
to one of the previous witnesses in reference to the administration bill 
on this general subject. I might add my endorsement to the previous 
speaker’s remarks and indicate our displeasure with having the Direc- 
tor of the Safety Division appointed by the President. 

We think that the Director of the Federal Safety Division should 
be a man well qualified and versed in his field, and that such Director 
should be:appointed under the civil-service appointment regulations, 
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and also selected by the Secretary of Labor, inasmuch as the Division 
would be under that agency. I further endorse the objections of the 
previous witness against the charge-back provision that is in the 
administration bill. 

We feel that a charge-back provision would further add to the 
trouble we are now having with the Federal agencies who are en- 
deavoring to reduce on paper their ancient frequency record by send- 
ing ambulances and official Government vehicles to the homes of the 
employees and bringing them into their establishments for the pur- 
pose of “clocking in” and “clocking out” at the end of the day’s 
work, so as not to have an agency show on paper a poor safety record. 

I would be most happy to answer any questions that the subcom- 
mittee members may care to direct to me. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Ryan, we thank you for your very effective 
presentation. 

I assume that we are all interested in the same thing, and that is 
to improve, correlate, and coordinate in every possible way the safety 
work of the Government. 

Is it your feeling that in order to get better coordination the au- 
thority over the whole program should be set in the Department of 
Labor? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir; I do. I feel that some of the agencies have 
done somewhat of a good job in preventing industrial accidents, but 
on the whole many of them have not. And I think that one of the 
reasons is that there hasn’t been any one agency having the authority 
to set up at least the minimum standards and to enforce those 
standards. 

Senator Corron. Are you convinced that under the law now there 
is authority to do this if it was desired administratively to do it? 
Have you examined that? 

Mr. Ryan. There is authority, of course, vested in each of the 
agencies to do a good safety job. That is a responsibility that they 
have. But I am sad to report, it is our experience that not all of the 
agencies are doing the job in that area that they should do. And 
we feel that in order to bring these agencies in line and to get them 
to promote a more realistic safety program, that the direction of a 
Federal safety program should be vested in one division of the De- 
partment of Labor. 

It is very important, Mr. Chairman, that this division have consti- 
tuted in it a Federal safety advisory committee with members of 
organized labor represented thereon. And I pointed out in my testi- 
mony that we feel that any safety program is only as good as it is 
acceptable to the people that it affects. If you can get cooperation, 
then you are a long way along the road to getting something realis- 
tic done. 

We in organized labor are very desirous to lend whatever assistance 
we can to promulgate a realistic program in the Federal service. 

We are appalled at the number of accidents and the human suffer- 
ing that has taken place in the Federal activities because there hasn’t 
been enough concerted action in this very area. 

Senator Corron. One question occurs to me—and I am merely 
seeking information—I understood in your statement that you did 
not want the President to have the authority to appoint an overall 
head of the safety activities in the Government, you wanted to be 
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sure that the person appointed would be experienced and versed in 
safety procedure. 

You apparently do not feel any assurance in your own mind that 
the President would seek such a person in whom to repose this au- 
thority, and therefore in order to make sure that the overall head 
of the safety practices shall be qualified and come under civil service, 
this bill would put the designation of this important head in the 
Secretary of Labor. 

In other words, one subordinate official in the Department of Labor 
would be able to direct the safety activities of other departments and 
agencies and it seems to me that he would even have authority over 
the Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. Ryan. That is one bad feature of having a Presidential ap- 
pointee in there. The part that we are most interested in, however, 
is that we feel—— 

Senator Corron. Pardon me. I am afraid you misunderstood my 
point completely. 

Under your bill a Division, a Bureau within the Labor Department, 
under a Director, would, in effect, have authority over the Secretary 
of Labor and over the heads of all the other departments of Govern- 
ment. 

Now, we are seeking the same thing, and I am looking for informa- 
tion. It occurrs to me that that may not be a good principle to follow 
in trying to correlate your safety procedure, to permit the Secretary 
of Labor to delegate to a subordinate the authority over all of the 
divisions of the Government, sir. 

Mr. Ryan. I understand your point now, Mr. Chairman. I would 
like to clarify that. 

Close examination of S. 3517 will reveal that the Director of the 
Federal Safety Division has a somewhat limited authority. He does 
not have the authority to go into another agency and say, “Now, 
listen here, you shall do this and you shall do that.” 

But he does have the responsibility to go into that agency after 
he has furnished them with the minimum standards to see whether 
or not they are living up to them. 

And then he reports what he finds in that agency to the Congress. 
Tn this bill the Congress has the full and complete authority—in other 
words, when Congress gets this report from the Federal Safety 
Director, the Congress then can evaluate whether or not these agencis 
are carrying out the intent and dictates of this piece of legislation. 

The Director does not have the authority to go in, as I understand 
the bill, and say to an agency, “You have not done this last month. You 
shall do it writhin 30 days, or else something will happen.” 

But he has the responsibility to go in and see whether or not they 
are adhering to these standards, and if not, to make a report on that 
agency. That isa similar function that is used in State boards, inci- 
dentally, State safety boards. 

Senator Corron. Referring to paragraph E on page 5 of the bill, 
who does then have that authority to crack the whip and say you 
have not been performing, tusiishing an effective safety program, and 

uire you to comply within 30 days? 


r. Ryan. If an agency were aware of the fact that they were not 
complying with the standards laid down, and aware of the fact that a 
79881—56——5 
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report was going to be made of them to the Secretary of Labor and 
to the Congress, then they would be more inclined to adhere to those 
minimum standards that have been established. It doesn’t have the 
direct authority, but it has the inducement to force them to comply. 

We realize the complications fully of having one agency direct the 
others. I guess the Bureau of the Budget is about the only agency 
that has that kind of authority. And then comes the legislative 
branch. 

Senator Martin. Looking over the duties set out, and powers set out, 
in section (d) starting on page 3, they are rather sweeping powers 
when they cross department lines. 

I wonder if you have the same impression that I do, that it is rather 
a powerful concentration in one agency, to be newly created here under 
the Department of Labor. 

Mr. Ryan. I don’t quite feel as concerned about that, sir, as it may 
appear to you on the surface. If you will note, there are some nine 
different things that the Department of Labor will be responsible for 
through the Federal Safety Division. And then you go to part No. 8 
which is on the bottom of page 4, and you will note there all the actual 
authority or whip that this Division will have— 
to prepare for the issuance annually to the Congress by the Secretary of Labor, 
a report showing the progress made in the field of accident prevention in the 
Federal agencies through the reduction of the number of accidents and injuries 
among the officers and employees of such agencies through the elimination of 
work hazards and health risks. 

Senator Martin. Now, are all these other powers outlined 

Mr. Ryan. Those are duties, sir. 

Senator Martin. Duties and powers outlined in section (d) only for 
the purpose of this report, in subsection 8 of section (d)? These 
powers listed here are rather sweeping, and possibly beyond the matter 
of making a report. 

Mr. Ryan. They are powers, sir, for the Director and those desig- 
nated by him to go into these Federal agencies to determine and to 
evaluate the progress made. 

And then under No. 8 they report. their findings to the Congress. 

Senator Corron. Let me ask you this; I want to assure you that the 
purpose of my question is to clarify as far as possible this situation. I 
think we are all interested in this same thing. 

Now, I gather that it is your feeling and the feeling of many who 
have occasion to be rather close to this picture and see the working of it 
that many of the agencies do not have an adequate and well managed 
and well organized safety program. 

Mr. Ryan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Corron. Now, I assume, sir, that, on the other hand, some 
departments and agencies do have a pretty effective program ¢ 

Mr. Ryan. Some departments and agencies have made some prog- 
ress in the safety field, I will admit that. 

Senator Corron. I have a personal interest, and have made some 
observations of one. I think you are the head of a labor organization 
that has many of its members in my own Portsmouth Navy shipyard, 
for instance, and I have some very helpful dealings with them. 

Now, just as an example—and I am not trying to pick on any one 
department—what about the program of the Navy in its shipyards 
and constructions? Could you comment on that? 
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Mr. Ryan. I would be very happy to, sir. The Navy Department 
has done much to attempt to improve their safety work record. How- 
ever, they have gone about it in what I believe to be the wrong way. 
What they have done is set it up on a competitive basis, one shipyard 
against the other. ; 

I think they have a monthly or a quarterly report in which they list 
the standing of all the Navy yards and all the naval activities rela- 
tively on the safety ladder. 

Senator Corron. Let me see if I understand it. You mean the 
tendency is if a certain shipyard has only 15 injuries and another has 
had 27, that they just assume that the system with the 15 injuries is 
better than the other; is that it? 

Mr. Ryan. I was just coming to this point, sir, that we have found 
through experience—and mind you, the people that I represent are 
perhaps those people who are most susceptible to industrial accidents. 
They are working aboard ships and around fast-moving machinery, 
and everything. 

And we have found in some of the shipyards that have had the 
least number of industrial accidents, and that are high up on the 
Navy safety rating; they have done this. 

They have actually falsified their true safety record by inducing 
and coercing employees to come in to work, and going as far as sending 
an ambulance, if you please, to pick them up at their homes so that 
they can bring them in and have these employees physically “clock 
in” and “clock out” at the beginning and end of the day. 

Thus, when that particular shipyard sends its report in to head- 
quarters, that industrial accident does not appear against them as a 
lost-time accident. 

Senater Corron. Now, let’s tie that right down to this bill. How 
large a staff or force would your Director of Safety within the 
Department of Labor have to have in order to detect such practices 
or instances of such practices all through the various agenices of this 
huge Government ? 

Mr. Ryan. Well, Mr. Chairman, the bill provides for regional 
sawety men—this, incidentially, is intended to be a start in this 
“policing” direction—I think that perhaps the Department of Labor 
would be more able to give you an estimate of the number of people 
that would be involved. 

My opinion would be that there wouldn’t be too many involved, 
that is, In comparsion to the amount. of good that this bill would do. 

Certainly we should feel a responsibility on the part of the Gov- 
ernment and on the part of all labor organizations toward reduc- 
ing industrial accidents. And even if it costs money to start off, 
it is going to pay off in the end. 

One of our biggest problems is education, safety education—you 
can’t force a person to or something. It is like driving a car. You 
have laws that say you shall not exceed a certain speed limit. We 
all know that at times we do that. 

However, if someone con reach us. with a safety education program 
and get us to realize that it is to our advantage, to everyone's advan. 
tage, to hold our speed down, then we are accomplishing something. 
We accept something that is sold to us rather than something that is 
crammed down our throats, so to speak. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. 
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Anything further, Senator? 

_Senator Marrin. How independent is this Director in his func- 
oo Is he directly responsible to the Secretary of Labor under this 
ill 2 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir; he would be. 

Senator Martin. And his duties, as I understand your answer, 
are to collect information and to prepare plans, suggest them in his 
reports to the Secretary of Labor, for the Secretary of Labor to trans- 
mit to the Congress? 

Mr. Ryan. The Secretary of the Division would audit all of the 
agencies’ compliance with minimum standards that are established 
by the Division through the Department of Labor, and make a report 
of the agencies’ adherence to those standards. 

Senator Marrin. These duties that are prescribed here, of course, 
are governmentwide duties throughout all the departments where 
safety is a factor? 

Mr. Ryan. That is right, sir. 

Senator Marin. And his reports would be brought in, funneled 
into one central agency under the director, and from him transmitted 
first to the Secretary of Labor? 

Mr. Ryan. The Secretary of Labor, who in turn is required to trans- 
mit them to the Congress. 

Senator Martin. Is he required to transmit the reports as pre- 
sented to him, or does he have any supervisory powers over them? 

Mr. Ryan. I would imagine that he would be bound to transmit 
them to the Congress as presented. Certainly it would be a usurping 
of the proper functions of this bill to alter or amend a report Saude a 
person on the spot. 

Senator Marrin. These reports cover facts that they have dis- 
covered plus recommendations that they think are advisable. 

Mr. Ryan. That is right, sir. 

Senator Martin. I was just trying to get a clearer picture. I am 
not a labor expert. And I need some better idea of what the general 
approach is in this legislation. 

t wish I were an expert on safety. I will go a long way on the 
matter of developing safety standards throughout Government. 

My struggle here now is whether we want to take safety away from 
all the individual agencies and concentrate it in one, or whether we 
want to administer it through the separate agencies. That is the real 
issue in my mind. 

Mr. Ryan. The bill would do this: It would place the responsibility 
of setting up at least minimum safe work standards and minimum 
safety education standards in one agency, and it would have the effect 
of inducing these other agencies who have been slighting safety re- 
sponsibility, so to speak, to become active in this safety and fire pre- 
vention field. 

Senator Martin. In the enforcement of a program is it your view 
that enforcement in the various agencies shall be under the direction 
of this Director in anyway ? 

Mr. Ryan. No. You see, the bill does not give the Director any 
chance to enforce anything. It gives him the chance, however, to 
make a report on an agency. There is nothing in the bill that can 
enforce anything at all, except the statutory provisions at the end of 
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the bill which amends the Compensation Act, and which makes it a 
crime to alter a safety report, a claim, and so forth. 

Senator Marttn. But the Director would have the power and the 
duty to develop and promulgate the minimum standards for the con- 
duct of safety, as I understand it? I just read over the bill, and that 
is my impression, from the bill. 

Mr. Ryan. He would develop the minimum safe work standards and 
the minimum safety educational programs for each agency. 

Now, we realize that those minimum safety educational programs 
would vary from agency to agency. There isn’t the necessity of put- 
ting on such an expansive educational program in an agency that is 
composed entirely of people who are working at desks. They are 
not exposed to all the elements of danger that persons working in a 
shop are. So it would be a waste of funds to set up one safety educa- 
tional program to cover everyone and have everyone attend them. 

He would tailor the educational program to fit the agency’s needs, 
based upon their missions and duties. 

Senator Martin. Does he have the power to recommend the 
amounts which would be allocated in the budget of each Federal 
agency for a safety educational program? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes. 

Of course, naturally, the Bureau of the Budget and the Con- 
gress 
~ Senator Martin. And this is reported up through a regular system, 
going through the Bureau of Budget and leading to a request for an 
appropriation, but this is not the allocation of funds? 

Mr. Ryan. No, because the allocation of funds is strictly within 
the responsibility of the Congress. 

You see, in making a report on a specific agency, they may have a 
funding problem in putting across the safety program that has been 
designed for them. Therefore, if they have that problem, it would 
be the responsibility of the director of the division to say that agency 
A has not met this requirement because they have not had the money 
to do this and the money to do that; we recommend that X number of 
dollars be allocated to that agency for that purpose. 

Senator Martin. That is limited to recommendation, with a view 
to building up the next request for an appropriation ? 

Senator Corton. If the senator will vield. 

Senator Martin. Yes. 

Senator Corron. You have got a minimum ? 

Mr. Ryan. The minimum was put in for the purpose of getting 
enough money, if this law is enacted, to start off a realistic safety 
program in every Federal agency. We feel that the minimum—and 
you note that it applies to the operating fund, it is not the entire 
appropriations of the agency, it is only 214 percent of the operating 


und. 

We believe that that is a minimum that should be used to start off 
with and to set up a realistic program in each agency. 

Senator Corron. That is what I was going to ask. 

Senator Martin. What is the eee fund that you refer to? 


Mr. Ryan. Well, now, for instance, the operating funds would be 
those funds that were paid for the operation of a particular agericy 
exclusive of, for instance, such funds as—— 

Senator Martin. Forei,zn aid? 
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Mr. Ryan. Yes. 

Senator Martin. In the Department of Defense, for instance—that 
is our largest item in the budget—would this percentage go right 
straight across the board on all funds? 

Mr. Ryan. No; it would be for the operating fund—the operating 
funds, as we understand them to be, would be the funds for the pay- 
ment of salaries within the different activities. 

Senator Corron. Personnel ? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes. 

For instance, in the Department of Defense, the purchase of large 
amounts of material 

Senator Martin. That would be the civilian end of the Defense 
salaries rather than the military ? 

Mr. Ryan. I think probably the military 

Senator Martin. We had better leave out military personnel when 
you get into their field of safety, you are surely beyond the intent 
of this proposed legislation. 

Mr. Ryay. It is for civilians. 

Senator Mariin. I understand you are confining this to the civilian 
end of the Government, and to the personnel and their salaries and 
expense accounts. Is that right? 

Mr. Ryan. That is right. 

Senator Martin. Of the civilian personnel in the various agencies? 

Mr. Ryan. That is right. 

Senator Corron. Well, it should be made clear, because the way the 
bill now reads, it refers to total burget, and the phrase “annual oper- 
ating budget” is not clear. 

Mr. Ryan. We discussed that problem while we were going over the 
bill, and I might admit that we sort of made our own interpretation 
of it. Our interpretation of this bill is that operating funds do not 
include the money that is spent for the purchase of airplanes, for the 
building of war vessels, or for foreign aid, or anything like that. 

It is strictly the amount of money that is put into an agency to 
operate internally, within itself. 

Senator Martry. May I make an observation. I think the bill 
needs some clarification. 

Mr. Ryan. If there is that doubt in the Senator’s mind, I am sure 
that it should be clarified. 

Senator Marry. In reading it over, I find myself in something of 
a quandary, and we should not legislate in a quandary. 

Mr. Ryan. Surely. 

Senator Martin. I had one other point here. The bill gives the 
director authority to designate employees to enter in order to inspect 
such places and such records, question employees, and investigate 
such facts, conditions, practices, or matters as he deems necessary to 
carry out his duties. 

That is just merely for the collection of information on which he 
makes the reports to the Secretary of Labor? 

Mr. Ryan. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Marti. I do think that we have a real job to clarify parts 
of this bill to make sure that we don’t leave a loophole open that could 
be stretched clear out of proportion. 

Mr. Ryan. We would be most happy to cooperate with the com- 
mittee in any way that we can, to clarify anything in this bill. 
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Senator Marrin. We should be sure to delineate carefully the ex- 
tent of the agencies serving under any one department in crossing 
over and going into other departments. 

Mr. Ryan. Yes. 

Senator Martin. I can’t quite place with any other agency the same 
pattern of procedure as the Bureau of the Budget. You made that 
reference a moment ago, and I want to make sure that you are not 
asking us to do that with this particular agency. 

Mr. Ryan. No. As I understand this bill, it would not do that. 

Senator Martin. It is a good idea to have that point clear in the 
hearing, because we are holding these hearings for guidance. 

Mr. Ryan. For the intent of the legislation. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Ryan. 

Mr. Ryan. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Corron. Now, the next witness who is scheduled is Mr. 
William C. Dougherty, president of the National Association of Let- 
ter Carriers. The Chair understands that he is represented by Mr. 
Jerome J. Keating. 


STATEMENT OF JEROME J. KEATING, VICE PRESIDENT, ON BEHALF 
OF WILLIAM C. DOUGHERTY, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ASSOCIA- 
TION OF LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Keatina. Mr. Chairman and Senator Martin, Mr. Dougherty 
was unable to come, so I am presenting the statement for our associa- 
tion. 

My name is Jerome J. Keating. Iam vice president of the National 
Association of Letter Carriers, an organization having a membership 
of 105,000, located in every State of the Union, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, 
and Alaska. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am happy to have 
an opportunity to testify in support of S. 3517. 

The record of the Federal Government with regard to safety has 
been a most shameful one. The number of accidents in the Letter 
Carrier Service has been appalling. The overall Federal Government 
record compared to private industry has been poor, but the accident 
rate among letter carriers is even greater than the overall. 

In 1954 there were 26.9 disabling injuries per million man-hours for 
letter carriers compared to 7.7 for all Government. ‘There were 0.72 
number of days lost per thousand man-hours compared to 0.59 for all 
Government. The total direct cost per employee was $15.34 compared 
to $10.81 for all Government. The safety record among letter car- 
riers was worse in frequency severity and cost than the so-called 
hazardous services: FBI, Bureau of Prisons, and the Bureau of 
Narcotics. 

I am happy to report that the Post Office Department has been 
conducting a safety campaign in recent months. They are much con- 
cerned with the 5,880 dog bite cases in 1955. This, however, is not the 
most serious cause of injury in our service—back injuries, hernias, 
and leg injuries are the most serious. These come from heavy loads 
and tough walking conditions. 

We are for the Humphrey bill 100 percent and we appreciate the 
efforts of Senator Humphrey and the other sponsors to provide a good 
safety program. It is long past due and sorely needed. 
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There are efforts being made to insert in this legislation what is 
known as charge-back provisions. Theoretically, it will make the 
agencies responsible, actually, and we speak from an experience of 
more than 30 years with Government administrators, such a provision 
would make it difficult for employees to receive their just compensa- 
tion. 

I want to comment briefly on some of the questions that were put to 
the previous witness. 

Actually, until there was an inspection program in States, we did 
not have very good safety conditions in private industry. When 
factory inspection laws were passed, we developed a history of im- 
provement in safety factors. 

The Federal Government has had a very poor record. There are 
many conditions in the Government that would not be tolerated in 
private industry. Those who conduct agencies and departments are 
primarily interested in operations, they are interested in staying with- 
in their budget, and they are interested in many other things, and 
safety becomes secondary, or, in some cases, not a factor at all. 

They lose sight of the fact that loss through injuries is a very costly 
thing, and many of the losses, of course, are carried in the budget of 
the Bureau of the Department of Labor, the Bureau of Compensation. 

So our experience has been that unless there is a good, overall edu- 
cational program, and unless there is a good, overall inspection pro- 
gram that will point up where the deficiencies are, we will not have a 
good safety program in the Government. 

We have sporadic administration on safety. Over the years you will 
have one administrator that comes in that is safety-minded, and you 
have a pretty good program. The man that follows him is not inter- 
ested in safety, he will cut out some of the safety devices merely for 
budgetary savings. 

So we believe that it is imperative that S. 3517 be enacted into law. 

We want to thank the committee and Senator Humphrey, and we do 
hope you will be able to make a favorable report on S. 3157. 

enator Martyn. I -have some reason to be watchful of the Post 
Office Department operation. I am under the impression that there 
has been a very considerable improvement in your accident and injury 
record. 

Mr. Keatine. There has been. The 1954 record was worse than the 
1953. Wehaven’t had a report on 1955. The Post Office Department 
has stated, however, that there has been a substantial improvement. 

In 1954, they started a safety program in the Motor Vehicle Divi- 
sion. And departmental officials state there has been a substantial 
improvement. However, in 1955 the Post Office Department paid out 
$800,000 in tort claims, which is a very substantial amount of money. 

Senator Martin. Have they made any improvements in the type of 
equipment ? 

Mr, Keatina. The equipment is being improved. 

Senator Marrin. I know many injuries were due to faulty equip- 
ment, 

Mr. Keatina. Faulty equipment, and a lot of automobile accidents 
are due to mechanical defects. 

Senator Martin. Of course, we are decidedly interested in reducing 
the injury hazard in all our Federal agencies, and I am very hopeful 
that we have it going in the right direction in the postal service. 
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Mr. Keattne. The program has certainly been stepped up, and they 
have made a lot of progress in the last year. We have to commend 
departmental officials for the efforts that have been made. 

Now, in os heretofore, we stressed the money value, but far 
more important than the money value is the human value. And the 
injuries—the dollars you pay for them doesn’t represent the damage 
that is done, because some people have permanent injuries from the 
lack of er safety facilities. 

Senator Martin. I hope you will bring about better safety condi- 
tions in your post offices and working equipment. I think that would 
have a very decided effect on your injury record in the postal service. 

You can see that I am in favor of additional revenue for the postal 
service in order, among other things, to improve their buildings and 
equipment. ‘This committee is not a forum for a postal rate increase, 
but I am decidedly interested in what we can do to improve the quality 
of postal equipment and buildings if we have a postal rate increase. 

Mr. Kratine. We need a lot of things in the postal service. There 
are many things that can be done. The mail is extremely heavy, the 
men are carrying heavier loads than they ever did. 

Senator Marrin. And you have to walk the streets or drive your 
routes in all weather. 

Mr. Keatine. That right. 

Senator Marrrn. In all climates. 

Mr. Keatrne, That is right. 

Senator Marri. And if your equipment is faulty at all, you are 
very apt to have injuries. I am for improving that condition in any 
way we can. 

Mr. Keratrne. We think that this bill is a good step forward, and 
we think it will bring up the standard of all Government agency 
programs, 

Senator Martin. There is a vast field of study in your Department. 
I don’t know whether this proposed agency is going to take over a 
sizable segment of it, if such agency is created. Next to the Army, 
I don’t know any place where you have more variable conditions than 
you have in your Department, and in my opinion it would require 
a very sizable number of people to carry out the program of this bill. 

Mr. Keating. Of course, the number of personnel that are being 
utilized in the safety program has to be increased considerably. Pre- 
viously we had one safety administrator in the Post Office Depart- 
ment, that had practically no assistance, for 500,000 people. 

Now, of course there is a safety director in every region, and in 
the safety program there is a committee concerned with safety in 
each office. 

Senator Martin. There has been a very clear improvement, and I 
hope we can show further cutting down on the injuries. 

Mr. Krattne. We are interested in seeing the report. The Bureau 
of Compensation puts out an annual report. I don’t think the 1955 
report has been published, but, of course, we have it for 1954. 

Seater Martin. I appreciate your comments. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Keating, you have given this bill some very 
careful study, the mechanics of it? 

Mr. Kerattne. Yes, sir. 

Senator Corron. Let me ask you this. I think we are all particu- 
larly interested in this subject, and I think we all agree with Senator 
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Martin and with Senator Humphrey as to its importance. And I 
agree that it is strictly important in your organization, because of 
its size and the peculiar conditions with which you are confronted. 

Now, under this bill it seems to me that after studying it, that the 
line of authority is created in a lower echelon of the Department of 
Labor for the purpose of coordinating and correlating and putting 
teeth into the safety procedures of the entire Government. 

Now, in a little different language, I raised this matter with Mr. 
Ryan, the preceding witness. And his reply, as I understood it, was 
that it wasn’t creating a line of authority, because the authority 
wasn’t there to enforce safety or to dictate safety programs to the 
agencies, but merely to inspect and report. 

It seems to me that, and I would like your comment—as we say 
up in New Hampshire, you must either fish or cut bait—that if you 
are going to pass a bill which is going to put punch and impetus into 
a safety program, you have got ‘to have some authority somewhere, 
give it dignity , and put it high. enough up so it commands some author- 
ity throughout the Gover nment. ' 

If you are simply going to have an inspection survey, with someone 
to set up a criteria and educational standards and report, even then— 
are you going to accomplish what you want with that kind of a 
method ? 

In other words, it seems to me you must either leave the authority 
in your various agencies or you must place some authority elsewhere 
to do something more than lay down some suggestions and then report 
to the Congress s whether they are acting upon them. 

I don’t want to have it appear that Congress is not interested, I 
think Congress is deeply interested. But you know that when—you 
have an idea of the number of reports, the volume of reports that is 
filed with Congress, and sometimes the pigeonholes that they get into. 

Now, will you comment on that? 

Mr. Keatrna. It seems to me that this bill definitely gives the Secre- 
tary of Labor the authority to establish minimum standards. And 
the purpose of the inspection is to see that the minimum standards 
are lived up to. 

Senator Corron. If it did give them to the Secretary of Labor, then 
you are putting them up high enough so that they are effective, but it 
is my understanding that the bill does not give that to the Secretary 
of Labor, it gives t that to the Director of Safety that is within his 
Department. 

But in this particular instance it wouldn’t be under his control. 

Mr. Keatine. Well, it seems to me that the provisions of the bill 
definitely put the safety director under the Secretary of Labor’s con- 
trol. First, he appoints him; secondly, he sets up the geographical 
divisions of authority and sets up the organization underneath the 
man. 

Senator Corron. I agree with your first statement. But your sec- 
ond—Doesn’t the Director name his own employees? 

Mr. Keatrne. He appoints one group: 

The Secretary of Labor is authorized to estabilsh, in those geographical areas 
which are supervised by regional directors, Federal Field Safety Advisory Com- 


mittees which shall give assistance to the field establishment of the Federal 
agencies in organizing accident prevention programs— 


and so on. 





SAFETY FUNCTIONS OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 39 


Now, I think that, and the authority to appoint the Director, give 
him control, and he also has the authority to remove—to establish the 
terms of the officers. And if you can appoint somebody and establish 
their terms, you have pretty good control over them, it seems to me. 

Senator Corton. I direct your attention to page 3, subsection (c) : 

The Director shall, subject to the civil-service laws and rules, appoint not less 
than ten qualified safety engineers, technically experienced in the field of acci- 
dent prevention, regional directors where appropriate, and such other employees 
as he deems necessary to carry out the functions and duties of his office under 
this Act, and shall fix their compensation in accordance with the Classification 
Act of 1949, as amended. In the appointment, selection, classification, and 
promotion of officers and employees of the Federal Safety Division, no political 
test or qualification shall be permitted or given consideration, but all such 
appointments and promotions shall be given and made on the basis of qualifica- 
tions, merit, and efficiency, under the rules of the Civil Service Commission. 

Now, it seems to me rather clear—let’s be frank about it—it seems 
to me that the framers of this bill had in mind that they wanted to 
avoid a Cabinet officer, or a Cabinet officer named by the President of 
the United States, having either direct or indirect control over this 
program. 

I can quite understand that their motives would be most worthy, 
that they would have a feeling that the office and the Cabinet officers 
are subject to the fluctuation in quality, and to limited terms. 

But it seems to me—I am just asking your comment—that if safety 
of Government employees is one of the prime requisities of a govern- 
ment that is not only an effective governing unit but has solicitude for 
its own people and its own employ ees, and I think it is, I don’t think 
you are going to get anywhere fencing off the Pr esident of the United 
States and the Cabinet and trying to elevate a subordinate officer and 
give him authority over the heads of the departments and the heads of 
the Government. 

And if his authority is only advisory, and includes only authority 
to snoop and report, I don’t think you are going to accomplish your 
purpose. It seems to me that you have got to have some confidence 
in the President and in the Cabinet, whatever party you belong to, 
and that when you get this thing high enough up so that it is exposed 
to the public gaze and becomes a direct responsibility, not of a sub- 
ordinate but of the head of the American Government, that you are 
putting the safety program in the place it deserves. I may be wrong. 

Mr. Keating. On the contrary, Senator, I interpret it a little bit 
differently. 

The Director appoints these people. However, the standards for 
the eligibility for such appointment are set up by the Civil Service 
C ommission. 

The purpose of that, I think, is to take it out of a position af 
favoritism, and we assume that the Civil Service Commission will set 
up standards that the man who applies for a safety job is a skilled 
safety man, and not somebody who was the head of a grocery store 
or something of that sort. And when the Civil Service Commission 
sets up the standards and the man qualifies through an examina- 
tion, then the appointment is taken out of the individual’s hands and 
it is actually made through selective examination. 

We have that in many, many jobs in Government. The head of 
the Post Office Department cannot select all the employees. He is 
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limited and circumscribed by the rules and regulations of the Civil 
Service Commission. 

This does the same thing. 

Senator Corron. Pardon me 

Mr. Keatine. But the main job, however, is appointed by the Secre- 
tary of Labor. 

Senator Corron. We have, and very justly, those rules of civil 
service all through the Government, in all subordinate positions and 
in administrative positions up to a certain echelon. You do not have 
them for the top. 

Now, the only point I make is, if you want this job done, you must 
make a top job. If you are going to make a top job, how are you 
going to keep it down on the grade of subordinates in the rest of the 
operation ¢ 

Mr. Keatinc. This bill, of course, draws the line up high and cuts 
it off under the Director. 

Senator Corron. That is right. 

Mr. Keatrnc. The Director is appointed by the Secretary of Labor. 
But then beyond that, they are appointed, you might say, by the 
Civil Service Commission, because they set up the rules of the exam- 
ination and the requirements of the position, and the man has to 
qualify before he is appointed. 

Senator Corron. I do not want to belabor this point. I happen to 
be sitting on a commission, and interested in other fields, in which 
you, too, are interested, and your organization, the field of security. 

Mr. Keatine. Yes. 

Senator Corron. And there we are faced with the problem of 
whether the security program of the Government is to be continued 
with a different kind of program in each department, and with each 
department head responsible, or whether it is going to be coordinated 
by being placed under some central authority or commission or direc- 
tor. And we are troubled with that same situation. 

Now, isn’t the situation analogous? You are either going to co- 
ordinate it by giving Someone authority or you are going to leave it 
ultimately in the hands of the heads of departments. Is there a mid- 
dle course? You are trying to establish one, I know. 

Mr. Keatine. It seems to me that this bill does very well. The 
responsibility is placed in the Director, and he is appointed by the 
Secretary of Labor. He has authority over determining the term of 
the safety director, and then the Commission, to make cetrain that you 
will have people that are technically skilled, they make the selection 
for men for the jobs in the lower echelons. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Keating. 

Before I turn over the chair to Senator Humphrey, I would like to 
request, if it is proper to place it in the record, Mr. Chairman, that the 
request of the Department of Labor be placed in the record. 

Senator Humpurey. That is signed by the Assistant Secretary of 
Labor. 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr. Keating, for your very fine state- 
ment. 

(The request signed by the Assistant Secretary of Labor will be 
found on p. 67.) 
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Senator Corron. Now, Mr. James A. Campbell, president of the 
American Federation of Government Employees, I believe is repre- 
sented by Mr. McCart. 

Mr. McCart. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN A. McCART, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, 
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES 


Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, for purposes of the record, my name 1s 
John A. McCart. I am legislative representative of the American 
Federation of Government Employees. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to secure your permission, if I may, to 
read into the record a three-paragraph statement prepared by Mr. 
Fred B. Irwin, international treasurer of the International Brother- 
hood of Electrical Workers, on this legislation, and then to proceed to 
my own testimony. 

Senator Corron. We will be very glad to have you do that, certainly. 

Mx. McCarr (reading) : 


STATEMENT OF FRED B. IRWIN, INTERNATIONAL TREASURER, INTERNATIONAL 
BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WoRKERS, AFL-CIO 


By way of introduction my name is Fred B. Irwin and I am international 
treasurer of the International Brotherhood of Dlectrical Workers, AFL-CIO, 
appearing before the committee by the direction of Mr. Gordon M. Freeman, the 
international president of the IBEW, in the absence from the city of Mr. Orrin 
A. Burrows, our legislative and Government employees representative. 

The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers with a membership of 
650,000 has many members employed by the Federal Government in the various 
States, Territories and possessions. Blectrical work is of a hazardous nature 
and the IBEW has, since its formation in 1891, been a strong advocate of safe 
working practices and effective measures to insure their observance. 

Mr. Russell M. Stephens, chairman of the safety committee of the Government 
Employees Council of the American Federation of Labor and Congress of In- 
dustrial Organizations, presented a statement on this proposed legislation to 
which the IBEW, as an interested employee organization and affiliate of the coun- 
cil, heartily subscribes. 


Senator Corron. And then you will go on to your own statement ? 

Mr. McCarr. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Martin. Have you any extra copies of that statement ? 

Mr. McCarr. Yes, Senator. 

Senator Corron. Now you will proceed with your own statement ? 

Mr. McCarr. Yes, Mr. Chairman, 

Senator Corron. Thank you, Mr, McCart. 

Mr. McCarr. Mr. Chairman, I have a somewhat lengthy prepared 
statement which has been presented to the committee, and 1 think it 
would be in the best interests of all if I asked that the statement be 
inserted in the record and that I proceed to read some excerpts from it 
which will highlight the position that we are taking on this legislation. 

Senator Corron. We appreciate your consideration in this matter, 
and we will be very glad to have you insert the statement in the record 
and then emphasize such points as you desire to. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. McCart is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JoHN A. McCart, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT DMPLOYEES 


The safety educational program and safety inspection procedure which would 
be inaugurated by the bill, 8. 3517, are greatly needed in the Government service. 
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The Federal Government has taken positive steps toward leadership, but 
there should be expansion and solidification of the program. There is no better 
way to achieve and to hold this position of leadership than by developing a 
sound and effective program for civil-service employees. 

A safety program for Government’s own employees has many favorable im- 
plications. The Government occupies a strategic position to exert a helpful in- 
fluence upon the business and industrial life of the country by initiating ex- 
emplary safety conditions in every governmental establishment. 

The effect of this bill would be to expand and vitalize the efforts which are 
being made in some agencies to make every governmental activity a safer place 
for those who are employed there. Those efforts to reduce aceidents and to 
encourage safe practices have focused attention on the underlying problem. 
They have emphasized the need for coordinating and centralizing the efforts 
in a single Federal agency. 

Such a unit would be established by S. 3517 in the Department of Labor. 
To the Federal Safety Division thus established would be confided the function 
of providing leadership. With a trained staff of qualified safety engineers, 
technically experienced in the field of accident prevention, and other employees 
qualified to assist in the work this division would be enabled to operate the 
agencywide program that is sorely needed. 

This Safety Division would be responsible for carrying out a comprehensive 
safety educational program and inspectional function within the Federal sery- 
ice. To accomplish such an objective it is essential that there be established a 
single governmental entity which would be enabled to provide the guidance in 
promoting a realistic safety program and the authority to translate its respon- 
sibilities into required action by all agencies. 

A proposed organization of the Federal Safety Division appears to be soundly 
planned and to hold promise of success. It is wise to place at the head of the 
division a high-level administrator whose selection from a civil-service register, 
established through the competitive process, should insure the selection of an 
eminently qualified individual. The same method is provided for selecting the 
necessary qualified personnel to carry out the functions and responsibilities of 
the Safety Division. 

Provision also is made for the recruitment of a capable staff. The bill re- 
quires that the appointment, selection, classification, and promotion of em- 
ployees in the Safety Division shall be based on qualifications, merit, and effi- 
ciency under the rules of the Civil Service Commission. It further provides that 
“no political test or qualifications shall be permitted or given consideration.” 

It is worthy of comment that the bill takes notice of the importance of re- 
moving promotions from the effect of political influence. In effect it would 
write the basis for a promotion program into law by requiring that advancement 
is to be predicated on qualifications, merit and efficiency. This is a matter of 
genuine interest to the American Federation of Government Employees. 

The responsibilities and functions which the bill attached to the Director of 
the Division should be effective in advancing safety practices in the Govern- 
ment service. It may be noted that he is expected to establish and administer 
safety educational programs for the various Federal agencies and to fit those 
programs to the needs of each agency. He also will have authority to inspect 
the safety programs and premises of the agencies to ascertain that they are com- 
plying with the minimum standards of the Division. 

It is a satisfaction to note that there will be established a noncompensable 
Federal Safety Advisory Committee in the Department of Labor. This Com- 
mitttee will be appointed by the Secretary of Labor after nominations for places 
on the Committee from the heads of each Federal agency and the heads of 
national unions having Federal employee membership. Union participation 
should be helpful in gaining employee cooperation and should be an aid to 
agency officials as well as to the Federal Safety Division in developing safety 
educational programs and safety standards. 

There is a real need for what this bill will accomplish. There is a need for 
the coordination of safety work in all Federal agencies. That is not to be con- 
strued to mean that there is no safety activity. Far from it. 

Safety activity in the Federal Government first began in the Navy Department 
in World War I. Many of the major agencies have established their own 
organized safety programs during the years that followed. An Executive order 
in 1939 authorized the establishment of a Federal Safety Council. This Council 
was designed to serve as the official advisory body to the departments and 
agencies on matters relating to accident prevention. It has been instrumental 
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in initiating and furthering the organization of safety activities in the Federal 
Government and has performed a most valuable service. 

Although there has been some reassuring progress in recent years, there can 
be marked improvement, and a central agency initiating a centrally controlled 
program should be most helpful. Many positive measures can be taken. De- 
partments and agencies lacking an adequate and competent staff to develop 
and direct the agency’s safety program can be encouraged to do so and can 
be aided by the Federal Safety Division. Specific provision needs to be made 
in each agency’s budget for the necessary funds to operate adequate safety 
programs. 

Attention needs to be given to various remedial measures. One development 
that is needed if the program is to be effective is to provide prompt and adequate 
medical and surgical care beyond that now available in first-aid rooms and 
clinics. These and other developments are not suggested for the purpose of 
spending more tax dollars or merely for the sake of expanding existing facilities. 
They can be made to pay large dividends. 

Safety is a serious business. In fact it is a businesslike operation which is 
but one of several means of reducing operating costs. Accident frequency is 
costly, and one way of focusing attention on it is to apply the principle of re- 
flecting accident losses as a part of operating costs. 

There should be no disagreement as to the need for eliminating waste, but 
the continuance of any superfluous operation, unnecessary practice, or harmful 
situation is wasteful. Accidents are wasteful and costly when they can be 
prevented, but there is the humanitarian aspect of saving lives or reducing or 
eliminating human suffering. If greater force and productive resources are 
placed behind the Federal accident-prevention program it will represent an 
important step in the direction of eliminating a large item of waste. 

The program envisioned by 8. 3517 should go a long way toward reducing to 
a minimum the accident frequency and severity rates in the Government service. 
Such a reduction. will mean the saving of millions of dollars spent annually 
by the Government in conducting investigations, paying compensation, granting 
leave, and registering millions of man-hours of lost production time. 

All these means of offsetting or compensating the individual’s loss from acci- 
dent are essential. They cannot be questioned nor reduced one penny. But 
they are negative in their benefit. The worker would be better off to be saved 
the accident, and the Government would benefit from the utilization of his 
services and in saving the cost of the accident. 

The Bureau of Employees’ Compensation records show that for the calendar 
year 1954 there were 83,235 injury cases reported. Of this number 37,974 were 
disabling. Viewed from the standpoint of production time lost, the value of 
an effective safety program is apparent. Even with the successful measures 
adopted so far, the production time lost in all Federal agencies amounted to 
2,917,220 days in 1954. 

The medical and leave expense of these accidents was $9,274,576. Disability 
compensation accounted for an additional $9,078,069, and compensation for death 
$7,385,599. The total direct cost to the Government of accidents in 1954 was 
$25,738,244. 

These direct computable costs represent only part of the loss from accident 
frequency. There are other direct or hidden costs, the amount of which has 
been satisfactorily established to be 4 or 5 times the direct cost, an estimate 
based on research over many years by such authorities as the National Safety 
Council, the Department of the Air Force, and various insurance companies. 

Private industry has placed great emphasis on safety programs. Some of 
the large corporations have reduced accident frequency during the last 7 or 8 
years as much as 50 percent. Industry looks upon accidents as needless waste— 
waste of men, materials, and money. They may damage or ruin machinery and 
equipment, They interfere with production. For the sake of the human lives 
involved, and magnitude of the savings which can be effected, the Federal 
Government can embark on no more productive project than initiating the 
program provided in 8. 3517. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for permitting this expression of our viewpoint on 
this important matter. 


Mr. McCarr. The effect of this bill would be to expand and vitalize 
the efforts which are being made in some agencies to make every gov- 
ernmental activity a safer place for those who are employed there. 
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Those efforts to reduce accidents and to encourage safe practices have 
focused attention on the underlying problem. They have emphasized 
the need for coordinating and centralizing efforts in a single Federal 
agency. 

Such a unit would be established by S. 3517 in the Department of 
Labor. To the Federal ‘Safety Division thus established would be 
confided the function of providing leadership. With a trained staff 
of qualified safety engineers, technically experienced in the field of 
accident prevention, and other employees qualified to assist in the work 
this Division would be enabled to operate the agency-wide program 
that is sorely needed. 

Although there has been some reassuring progress in recent years, 
there can be marked improvement, and a central agency initiating a 
centrally controlled program should be most helpful. Many positive 
measures can be taken. Taaetivbats and agencies lacking an adequate 
and competent staff to develop and direct the agency’s safety program 
can be encouraged to do so and can be aided by the Federal Safety 
Division. Specific provision needs to be made in each agency’s budget 
for the necessary funds to operate adequate safety programs. 

Attention needs to be given to various remedial measures. One 
development that is needed if the program is to be effective is to pro- 
vide prompt and adequate medical and surgical care beyond that now 
available in first-aid rooms and clinics. These and other developments 
are not suggested for the purpose of spending more tax-dollars or 
merely for the sake of expanding existing facilities. They can be made 
to pay large dividends. 

he program envisioned by S. 3517 should go a long way toward 


reducing to a minimum the accident frequency and severity rates in 
the Government service. Such a reduction will mean the saving of 
millions of dollars spent annually by the Government in conducting 
investigations, paying compensation, granting leave, and registering 
millions of man-hours of lost production time. 

All these means of ae ae or compensating the individual’s loss 


from accident are essential. ‘They cannot be questioned nor reduced 
one penny. But they are negative in their effect. The worker would 
be better off to be saved the accident, and the Government would 
benefit from the utilization of his services and in saving the cost of 
the accident. 

The Bureau of Employees’ Compensation records show that for the 
calendar year 1954 there were 83,285 injury cases reported. Of this 
number 27,974 were disabling. Viewed from the standpoint of pro- 
duction time lost, the value of an effective safety program is apparent. 
Even with the successful measures adopted so far, the production time 
lost in all Federal agencies amounted to 2,917,220 days in 1954. 

The medical and leave expense of these accidents was $9,274,576. 
Disability compensation accounted for an additional $9,078,069, and 
compensation for death amounted to $7,385,599. The total direct cost 
to the Government of accidents in 1954 was $95,7 38,244. 

These direct computable costs represent only part of the loss from 
accident frequency. There are other direct or hidden costs the amount 
of which has been satisfactorily established to be 4 or 5 time the direct 
cost, an estimate based on research over many years by such authorities 
as the National Safety Council, the Department of the Air Force, and 
various insurance companies. 
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Private industry has placed great emphasis on safety programs. 
Some of the large corporations have reduced accident frequency dur- 
ing the last 7 or 8 years as much as 50 percent. Industry looks upon 
accidents as needless waste—waste of men, materials, and money. 
They may damage or ruin machinery and equipment. They interfere 
with production. For the sake of the human lives involved and mag- 
nitude of the saving which can be effected, the Federal Government 
can embark on no more productive project than initiating the program 
provided in S. 3517. 

Mr. Chairman, if it meets with your approval, I would like to make 
bey a comment on the division of authority that is envisaged in this 

ill. 

a Humpurey (presiding). I would appreciate that very 
much. 

By the way, may I ask, is Mr. O’Malley in the room? 

Mr. O’Mattey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humrnurey. Thank you very much. Go right ahead. 

Mr. McCarr. There seems to be some justifiable doubt as to who does 
what in the bill. 

Senator Humpurery. Yes. 

Mr. McCarr. And I think it would be well for us to indicate to the 
committee our interpretation of who does what. 

It is clear under the bill that the Secretary of Labor, under civil- 
service laws, would appoint the Director of the Safety Division. In 
other words, he would be required to appoint the Director of the Safety 
Division under the regulations promulgated by the Civil Service Com- 
mission. 

Now, the Director, under the responsibilities that are outlined for 
him, rather clearly would be responsible to the Secretary of Labor. I 
am sure that the members of this committee are aware that it is not 
abnormal for the laws and regulations to vest in the head of an agency 
the authority to appoint the subordinate heads of divisions. 

Having thus appointed those men, they are responsible to him. 
They are under his supervision. 

Senator Humpurey. Under the Director’s supervision ? 

Mr. McCarr. No. The point I am trying to make, Senator, is that 
the Director would be under the supervision of the Secretary of Labor, 
since he had been appointed by the Secretary of Labor. 

Senator Humpurey. That is correct. 

Mr. McCarr. That is borne out by the fact that subsection 8 on page 
4 indicates that the Director would be responsible for preparing for 
the issuance annually to Congress by the Secretary of Labor a report 
showing the progress made, and so forth. 

Subsection 9 on page 5 states that another duty of the Director will 
be to recommend to the Secretary of Labor for transmittal to the 
Bureau of the Budget the amount that should be allocated, and so 
forth. 

So it seems pretty clear, Mr. Chairman, that the text of the bill 
would require that the Director of the Safety Division be under the 
direct supervision of the Secretary of Labor. ie 

Now, as to the authority of the Director of the Division to impose 
his findings on the agencies involved, some very serious study was 

iven to that question Sy our committee in the Government Employees’ 
Council, AFL-CIO. We reached the very practical conclusion that 
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it would be foolhardy for us to recommend that the Director of.the 
Safety Division be empowered to enforce his recommendations and 
findings on the agencies, because we have a certain amount of auton- 
omy vested by law in the heads of the various departments and 
agencies. 

For my own personal part, I think that there should be some element 
of compulsion that an agency comply with the findings and recem- 
mendations of the Director. 

However, from the realistic standpoint, I think that that would be 
unpractical, and so we did the next best thing, which was to give the 
Director of the Safety Division the right to inspect, the right to make 
recommendations to his particular superior, and then if those things 
failed, to bring the matter to the attention of Congress by his annual 
report to the Congress on the progress of this program. 

I have made those comments, Mr. Chairman, so as to attempt to 
erase any confusion that may exist as to our interpretation of the 
intent of the legislation. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpnrey. Senator Cotton. 

Senator Corron. Because that was somewhat in response to the 
questions I asked, may I interrogate on that ? 

Senator Humrpnrey. Please do. 

Senator Corron. It is my understandmg from what you have said 
that your feeling is that the fact that the Secretary of Labor under 
your bill will appoint the Director of Safety means that this program 
is really under the Secretary of Labor. 

It occurs to me—and I would like your comment on this—you pro- 
vide that the Secretary of Labor shall designate the Director. Fou 
then provide that the authority of this program, the administration 
of this program, is in the hands of the Director. 

Now, the Secretary of Labor does not have control of the program 
unless he cannot only hire but also fire. He has appointed this Di- 
rector. He cannot discharge him unless he goes through all the process 
that every Department head has to go through under civil service, to 
satisfy the Civil Service Commission and everybody else that. he is 
qualified. 

The actual program is not in the hands of the Secretary of Labor. 
It is in the hands of the Director. To be sure, he has fired the pistol ; 
he has appointed him. 

Now, I do not think that that is desirable, but it seem to me that 
the importance of this program is such—and I agree that it is, and 
it ought to be—that whoever is the head of it should either be 
the head of the department or should be a separate official or council 
or committee or commission or somebody that has supreme authority 
and is appointed by the head of the Government and controls it. You 
are creating an island of authority in a subordinate in the Labor 
Department actually because of the fact that he runs his show; he is 
named by the Secretary, but there are various practical reasons why 
the Secretary, if he disapproves of the way he is running the show, 
cannot change him. 

Now, would you comment on that ? 

Mr. McCarr. I would be glad to, Senator. 

My interpretation of the purpose of the legislation is that the 
Director of the Federal Safety Division would occupy exactly the 
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same status in relation to the Secretary of Labor as the head of any 
other division in the Department of Labor, and the heads of these 
divisions have been operating for some years. 

I would say this further: If there is any question about the ambi- 
cuity of the purpose of this part of the legislation, I am sure we 
would be most happy to cooperate with the committee or with the 
committee’s staff in developing clarifying language, because it is cer- 
tainly our intent that the Director of the Federal Safety Division 
would operate under the supervision of the Secretary of Labor just as 
any other Federal subordinate official operates under the head of his 
agency. 

Senator Corron. Thank you. That answers my question. 

Senator Martin. I would like to state, Mr, Chairman, at that point, 
that this same problem of whether to put an overall functioning 
agency under one department of Government or leave it on its own 
came up in connection with our creation of the General Services 
Administration. 

We hesitated a long time before creating a new agency that was 
more directly under the jurisdiction of the head of the Government. 

This is a very real problem that we have, when we start creating an 
agency that is to function throughout all Government. I am not clear 
yet as to which plan I favor. I want this matter cleared up in these 
hearings, as Senator Cotton has also commented, because of the im- 
portance of the.problem to us here. 

Mr. McCarr. Senator, I think the analogy in connection with your 
particular question w ould wpply in this fashion: 

The Director of the Federal Safety Division would operate in the 
field of safety just as the Civil Service Commission operates in the 
field of the general personnel program. 

I think that would indicate that there is not any question of the 

vesting in one individual, one subordinate individual, in 2 department, 
broad, sweeping author ity to enforce his will among the agencies, but 
rather to put it in its proper perspective; I think ‘this is the nub of 
the whole safety program. 

The Director of the Federal Safety Division, under the supervision 
of the Secretary of Labor, would be empowered to embark on basi- 
cally an educational program. 

It is well known that that is the only really effective way to put a 
safety program in real effect, and I think that would be the end re- 
sult of this. 

Now, if we find some agency that is quite recalcitrant and does not 
want to observe the minimum standards that are laid down or sug- 
gested by the Director of the Federal Safety Division, then the ulti- 
mate authority rests in © vongress on that matter, through the report 
that will be submitted by the Sect ‘etary of Labor based upon the 
recommendations of the Director of the Federal Safety Division. 

Senator Martin, May I make one more point ? 

Senator Humpnrey. Go right ahead, sir. 

Senator Martin. This is an 1 entirely different matter. 

I was checking your statement as you were giving it. I think it 
must be a ty pographic al error—you reported 27,974 workers were 
disabled. The chart I have here lists that at 37,974. It-is just a 
typographical error. 

Mr. McCarr. Thank you for that correction, Senator. 
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Senator Martin. It will not make a change in the other statistics. 
Mr. McCart. No. But I am happy that you brought it to our atten- 
tion, because it raises the figure. 

Senator Martin. I would be glad to have that figure changed. 

Senator Humpurey. The record will be amended on that point. 

Mr. McCarr. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Humpnrey. The problem that you raised as to the admin- 
istrative structure is surely a very pertinent and real problem. 
Wrestling with this bill in the preliminary stages of its drafting, 
we were always aware of the question of just where the authority 
should rest. 

The truth is, if you just leave it spread among all the agencies 
there is not any real program. One agency has a safety program an 
gets excited about it, while the next agency does not even think about 
it. 

This was basically true, may I say, in industry for a period of time 
until it became a matter of dollars and cents with them—when the 
National Safety Council, for example, was able to show day after day 
after day that dollars are being lost because of accidents. 

Then some industries, but not all, took a very firm stand. 

In the Government, from what we have been able to determine, 
you will get one bureau or agency that says, Now, this is a very im- 
portant program and cuts down our costs. There are some human 
values involved here. There are lives at stake. We are going to do 
something about it.” 

But the next one does not even think about it at all. 

Now, what we are trying to do is to find some place where you can 
center authority. 

Since the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation is in the Department 
of Labor, since the Bureau of Compensation has a direct relationship 
to the costs involved at least insofar as compensation payments are 
concerned for a safety program, since the Bureau of Compensation 
would be required to submit certain statistical data, and since the 
Labor Department, by definition, is concerned with labor practices 
and labor standards, it appeared to be the best place to put the au- 
thority. That was the general gist of our preliminary discussions. 

Frankly, if you could put the Director up all by himself exclusive 
of all agencies, directly responsible to the President, maybe that would 
be better. This other procedure is not too unusual, because the Sur- 
geon General of the United States is in the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, supposedly subject to the authority of the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, but he is relatively 
autonomous. The Surgeon General has the authority over public 
health matters in many areas of the Government as well as, of course, 
throughout the Nation. 

The same thing is true of the Commissioner of Education. The 
Commissioner of Education is in the Health, Education, and Welfare 
Department and is under the chart, so to speak, of that Department, 
but he too preserves a certain kind of autonomy. 

I think you can find similar instances in other departments where, 
for purposes not of convenience but of the unique or peculiar nature 
of the tasks to be performed, cutting across many lines, that you have 
concentrated your attention on your authority in one particular agency 
or bureau or director. 
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Take, for example, Public Health over Indian affairs. We passed 
legislation which took away the health duties of the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs and put them under the Public Health, even though the Bu- 
reau of Indian Affairs has responsibility, fiscalwise. The actual opera- 
tion goes into the Surgeon General’s Office or into the Public Health 
Service. 

I think you can find many instances like this. 

Now, I gather, Senator Cotton, that you had some question earlier, 
while I was unable to be here, that maybe we ought to have a council, 
sort of like a commission 

Senator Corron. It seemed to me, Mr. Chairman, and may I say 
that you, Senator, and those who worked with you are entitled to a 
ereat deal of credit for attacking this problem, in which we are all 
interested. 

The point I had brought out, through the previous witnesses, that 
troubled me was that it was more or less the same problem that you 
and I were struggling with all last year about the matter of coordinat- 
ing security in Government. 

Senator Humpnurey. That is correct. 

Senator Corron. If you are not going to have it something that is 
entirely one thing in one agency and another program in another, 
efficiently applied by one agency and inefficiently applied by the other, 
you are going to have to coordinate it and correlate it, it seems to me it 
must be done by an authority that was high enough to have dignity 
and power, rather than being in an advisory situation that would in- 
spect and then report to Congress, and Congress is legislative rather 
than administrative, and we all know that many reports remain in the 
archives. 

It would seem to me that something either such as you mentioned, 
like a council, or perhaps this Director of Safety should be in the same 
category as the Wage and Hour Administrator, who is within the De- 
partment of Labor but who is appointed by the President and con- 
firmed by the Senate. Then you have got this thing into the hands of 
an official that has some independence and power. ‘That was the only 
thing I wanted to bring out. 

Senator Humpurey. I surely agree, Senator Cotton, that this is the 
kind of subject that ought to be openly discussed. We ought to keep 
an open mind on this and know what we want to do, because I think we 
are all agreed as to the objective. 

I think the facts are rather startling. 

Senator Corron. I was merely reviewing that so that the Senator 
would understand what our whole discussion has been about. 

Senator Humpurey. You may go ahead, Senator Martin. 

Senator Marty. I had the same problem in my mind, Senator, be- 
cause the objective is really very worthy. We have all announced in 
favor of that. The question of where to establish this agency, and 
how it should function, how independent of any one particular de- 
partment, is the question. 

Part of my questioning of the place for the agency came from the 
fact that out of 83,285 injuries reported in all Federal establishments 
for 1954, the Department of Labor had only 65. 

So we have a department with a very, very small personnel takin 
over the entire jurisdiction of the program under the terms of this bill. 
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I wanted to look into that phase of it a little bit before deciding 
too definitely where the situs of the agency should be established. 

Senator Humpurnry. I think the point needs to be made that the lo- 
cation of the authority to establish this program to coordinate it, and to 
approve it, must not be fully judged by the basis of where the larger 
number of accidents or difficulties are to be found. It is a matter, 
frankly, of finding a place to assign this authority and give somebody 
the responsibility to do it, because everybody’s job is nobody’s job, and 
that is just about exactly what is happening today. We must then 
give some dignity to the position, as Senator Cotton has said here, and 
insist that something be done. 

I grant you that the Labor Department has very few accidents in 
terms of its total personnel, because its number of people involved 
in activities is limited, plus the fact that the kind of work that is 
involved does not necessarily mean that you are going to get accidents. 

Senator Corron. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. McCarr. I think it should be noted in that connection, Mr. 
Chairman, that it is my understanding that the Department of Labor 
is responsible for developing safety work so far as the Federal Gov- 
ernment is concerned in private industry. So while their experi- 
ence among their employees may be good, I certainly think that the 
Department, or the Bureau of Labor Standards m: ay well be qualified 
to assume this kind of function. 

If I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make just one final brief 
comment. 

Senator Humpurey. Please do. 

Mr. McCarr. Under ordinary cirewnstances, I would not make this 
point, because it has been made before. But since Senator Humphrey 
has come in, I do want to apprise the chairma’ of the committee of our 
feeling in this particular matter. 

It may well be that, as future witnesses appear from the Depart- 
ment, they may recommend that the solution for this problem rests 
in establishing this system of having the agencies reimburse the com- 
pensation fund for the money expended for lost-time injuries, and | 
would like to inform the committee that we certainly do not feel that 
that is the proper approach to this problem. 

We feel that S. 3517 is. And the reason we do not feel that the 
so-called charge-back feature is the answer is that it will require all 
of these agencies to come to Congress each year to procure the ap- 
propriations to pay into the compensation fund. 

And I need not emphasize to the members of this committee the 
process that is involv ii in that type of thing. 

We feel that the ultimate result may well be that the compensation 
fund may become depleted or seriously impaired at a future date, 
and I just wanted te make it clear, Mr. Chairman, that we subscribe 
to the position taken by the other organizations, should that recom- 
mendation be made to the committee. 

That concludes my pres -ntation, Mv. Chairman. 

Senator Marry. "That is in the Smith bill that you are speaking 
of ? 

Mr. McCart. I think it is, Mr. Chairman. I was not referring to 
any specific bill. I we 
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Senator Marrin. That is in the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Labor. 

Mr. McCarr. The reason I made the point is that I understand 
that the Department of Labor has requested the opportunity to ap- 
pear on this legislation, and my—— 

Senator Martin. I just wanted to identify the bill that you are 
speaking of. 

Mr. McCarrt. And my suspicion is that they will recommend this 
procedure to the committee, and I wanted to make our position clear 
on this point. 

Senator Humpnrry. [| think that is not a matter of suspicion. It 
is a matter of fact. 

Mr. McCart. Just as it always has been, Mr. Chairman. The Con- 
gress annually appropriates the necessary money to replenish the fund 
for the amount that has been used, and we think that that is neces- 
sary for the stability of the fund. 

If we start having these agencies to have each to replenish the 
fund, we are going to get into great difficulty, because- 

Senator Humpurey. You would not have much of a retirement 
program on that. basis, would you ? 

Mr. McCart. No, sir. 

Senator Humpnrey. Let us face up to it. That would be the one 
item in the budget that. would be continuously cut down and cut out. 

Mr. McCart. :‘That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Humpnrey. If you are going to have a coordinated safety 
program, you have to have a coordinated compensation program, anc 
you have got to assign the responsibility so that you can pinpoint it, 
both for the Bureau of the Budget’s purposes and for the Congress’ 
purposes. Otherwise you are all over the lot. 

We have got dozens, 75 or 100 separate bureaus, agencies and 
departments, and you would have no way to really coordinate this 
activity at all. 

Mr. McCart. That is right. 

Senator Humpnrey. May I say that the practice that we are talking 
about is not unusual? It is done in State and local governments. 

It seems to me that we might start a little better system here. 

There are States that have gone ahead with a director of safety with 
the real authority to do something. 

Mr. McCarrt. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. That is true in State governments, and in 
local governments it is a common practice to have a director of safety 
with full responsibility who is even able to “crack heads.” That may be 
what needs to be done. That is why we are concerned about this. 

I think we had better move along. I thank you very much. 

Mr. McCarr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the oppor- 
tunity to appear. 

Senator Humpnrey. I asked if Mr. O'Malley could be here, not 
necessarily to testify, but because he is an expert in this field. I have 
taken the liberty to call on Mr. O'Malley at times for guidance. 

He is with the General Services Administration, Senator Martin 
and Senator Cotton. 

I just wondered, Mr. O’Malley, if I might a you a question; a 
technical question. Is that agreeable with you? 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN O’MALLEY, REGIONAL FIRE AND SAFETY 
PREVENTION ENGINEER, BOSTON, MASS., GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. O’Mattey. Surely. 

Senator Humpnurey. I am not going to ask you to express your 
point of view as to the legislation, but in reference to some of the pro- 
visions I would like to find out from your experience whether or not 
you think they are valid: 

No. 1, the matter of compensation payments and responsibility for 
budgeting compensation to be in the Bureau of Employees’ Compen- 
sation. What is your opinion about that? 

Mr. O’Matiey. That is all right, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. Do you think that would work administra- 
tively all right? 

Mr. O’Mattey. Yes, sir, I think so. 

Senator Humpnrey. What is your feeling in terms of centralized 
responsibility with at least the authority to present a total program 
as the means of obtaining action? On that general principle, what 
is your view ¢ 

Mr. O’Matiey. We are certainly in need of a safety director to 
supervise the overall safety programs of the Government agencies. 
I do not know whether or not you realize it, Senator, but you take 
the District of Columbia government for example. They have just 
1 safety director to supervise approximately 17,000 employees. In 
the Park Service of the Department of the Interior, there is also 
just one safety engineer who travels from Maine to California. This 
Service has approximately 3,000 employees, and the safety engineer 
devotes very little time to these employees because so much of his time 
has to be devoted to traffic problems arising from the millions of 
people visiting our national parks annually. His other duties con- 
sist of making inspections of various fire equipment in the motels 
and hotels located in the national parks. 

So, in my humble opinion, a director should be appointed with an 
adequate technical staff to enforce safety rules and regulations in 
order to alleviate the above conditions. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. O’Malley, you are presently with GSA? 

Mr. O’Mattey. That is right. 

Senator Humpnurey. And your responsibility with GSA is in the 
safety area;; is that correct ? 

Mr. O’Mautey. Yes, sir. I am at present regional fire and safety 
prevention engineer, region I, Boston, Mass. My responsibility 1s 
not only to service GSA, but also to inspect the various warehouses 
in region I where critical Government material is stored. 

I not only take care of our own employees there, but it is also my 
responsibility to inspect all these warehouses where war materiel 1s 
stored. 

Senator Humenrey. There is a tremendous amount of Government 
property involved in this role of yours; is there not ? 

Mr. O’Matzey. Oh, yes. 

Over 80 percent of my time is devoted to warehouse inspection, in 
order to eliminate fire and safety hazards. 

I have brought some charts here, Senator, that I would like to 
present. 
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Senator Humpnrey. I had hoped that we might hear from Mr. 
O’Malley. However, since he is with a Government agency, I did 
not feel, unless the administration wanted him to come up and testify 
in support of or against a bill, that I ought to call on him. But he 
is an expert in this area. 

Would you take a few minutes to show us what you have there? 

Mr. O’Mauiey. Chart 1 shows the Federal occupational accident 
cost from 1950 to 1954. The total number of injuries is 427,129; non- 
fatal or disabling accidents, were 109,000; fatals chargeable, 1,115; 
total days charge: ible was 15 million days. The total direct and in- 
direct cost was $622 million to the taxpayers. 

Senator Humrurey. How do you arrive at that figure, Mr. 
O’Malley ¢ 

Mr. O’Matiry. Well, when you figure direct and indirect cost, your 
indirect cost is 4 to 5 times greater than the direct cost. 

For example, if a person is injured, consider the time spent by the 
people working with him who would assist him and call for an am- 
bulance, and make him as comfortable as possible ; time spent to investi- 
gate the accident ; and the time it takes to prepare various accident re- 
ports and compensation forms; the time the man injured would lose 
going to and from a hospital; placing another man on his job—maybe 
the other person could do only 40 percent of the work—the time and 
the cost involved in hiring a new employee; damage to equipment; and 
so forth. That is where the indirect cost comes in. 

Industry accepts indirect costs. The National Safety Council ac- 
cepts it, and so does the Air Force. The latter has fade: an intensified 
study on indirect costs, and they have found that the indirect cost is 
4to 5 times greater than the direct cost. 

Production-time loss due to disabling injuries represents a year’s 
loss to the services of nearly 50,000 workers for the period of 1 yea 
Since over 87 million production man-hours were lost, average Gov- 
ernment hourly rate for this period was $1.83, this monetary waste 
amounted to more than $159 million. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, before he leaves that, this is just 
a little off the subject, but I am a little curious. I notice the words 
“exclusive of tort claims and fire losses.” 

Mr. O’Mauxey. That is right. 

Senator Corron. What relation has this program to fire losses? 

Mr. O’Mattey. Fire losses? 

Senator Corron. Yes. 

Mr. O’Mattey. Fire is an accident, and the taxpayers are paying 
for fire losses. Last year, the Federal Government’s fire loss was 
more than $10 million. 

Senator Corron. You envision this safety program as not only 
dealing with the safety of employees, but also to include inspection of 
premises and the prevention of fires ? 

Mr. O’Mattry. Oh, yes. We test sprinkler systems, fire doors, fire 
walls, fire extinguishers, good housekeeping, and so forth; see that 
there are adequate fire extinguishers, 1 extinguisher to every 2,500 
square feet. 

Senator Corron. And in each department, that is under the same 
officer as the safety provisions for employees ¢ 

Mr. O’Matiry. Well, in General Services it is. We have our 
own fire marshals and we also have a Federal Fire Council under the 
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jurisdiction of the General Services Administration here in Washing- 
ton. 

Senator Corton. Yes. Do you know whether it is the general prac- 
tice in the governmental departments and agencies to have the same 
official, whether he is called a safety engineer or whatever lis title, 
the same official who deals with the problem of the safety of employ- 
ees, dealing with fire hazards / 

Mr. O’Mattey. Yes, sir. 

Senator Martin. I have a question on the figures you used there. 

Is that an addition of the 5 years’ data given here in this book ¢ 

Mr. O’Mautey. By the Bureau of Compensation, and I may say 
that these figures were checked and rechecked by the officials of the 
Bureau of Compensation. 

Senator Martin. That leads to this question: Are these figures in 
here exclusive of the tort claims and fire losses 

Mr. O’Mausey. Yes. They are just for occupational injuries. 

Senator Mariin. This the Federal work injuries reported under the 

Federal Employees’ Compensation Act. 

Mr. O’Mautey. That is right. Those figures are just for occupa- 
tional injuries. They do not show tort claims and fire losses. 

Senator Martin. The figures that I have given in this document 
that I just quoted are exclusive of tort claims and fire losses? 

Mr. O’Mattey. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Chart 2 shows the injury rates. This is a comparison of the Federal 
Government injury rate with the rates of industry. 

Senator Humeurey. This will be interesting. 

Mr. O’Matiry. Now let us compare industry with Government. 
The National Safety Council shows the telephone company as having 
a frequency rate of 1.22 while the Bureau of Labor Statistics shows 
them as having a rate of 1.0. The Navy Department has a rate of 3.7. 
These rates are for the year 1955, page 83, paragraph 5. 

The figures at the bottom of the chart represent the average fre- 
quency rate of nine industries. The National Safety Council shows 
them as having a rate of 4.17, the Bureau of Labor Statistics shows 
them as having a rate of 6.6 in comparison to the average frequency 
rate of 9 Government departments which is 10.3. 

Now, the Government rates were compiled by the Bureau of Em- 
ployees’ Compensation ; the industrial rates compiled by the National 
Safety Council and by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Senator Corron. What is that? An accident in some number of 
hours? 

Mr. O’Mattry. That is the frequency rate. That is the number of 
lost-time accidents, times 1 million divided by man-hours worked. 
That is the formula used to figure the frequency rate. 

Senator Corron. Over a year? 

Mr. O’Mattey. Yes, sir. That would be for one year. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. Why did you select 1953 

Mr. O’Mauiry. These were the latest fo available from the 
Bureau of Labor Statistics. They were in Accident Facts which is 
published by the National Safety Council. 

Senator Humpnrey. So the conclusion of this chart is that the acci- 
dent frequency rate in Federal service is about 2 to 1, a little over 
2 to 1: what it is in industry ¢ 
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Mr. O’Matiey. Yes, 4.17 to 10.3. 

Senator Corron. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry I have to leave, but I 
um just wondering, would it be feasible and practical to have-a re- 
production of these charts in the hearing ¢ 

Senator Humpurey. I think we should. I think we can do that. 

Mr. O’Matury. Surely. 

Senator Humpurey. Can't we, Mr. Scull 4 

Mr. Scuntu. Yes. 

Senator Humpnrey. At your request, we will insert these charts, 
Senator Cotton. 

(The charts referred to are as follows:) 


FEDERAL OCCUPATIONAL-ACCIDENT COST FROM 
—— 1950-1954 — 
EXCLUSIVE OF TORT CLAIMS AND FIRE LOSSES... 


TOTAL NO. NONFATAL 
OF INJURIES DISABLING 


|-427,129 | 199.997 


Production Time Lost due to disabling injuries 
represented a year’s loss of the service of nearly 


$0,000 workers. 


Since over 87 Million Production Man-Hours were Lost, Average 
Government Hourly Rate for this period was #1.83, this Monetary 
Waste Amounted to more thantiS9 MILLION. 


INJURY RATES 


FEDERAL ESTABLISHMENTS AND INDUSTRIES... 


INDUSTRY comm. RATS. STATISTICS RATES Department RATE 
TELEPHONE PY 
CEMENT COMMERCE 6.6 
STEEL DEPT. OF ARMY 6.8 
AUTOMOBILE 0.2 
GLASS D. 
AIRCRAFT 
CHEMICAL 
RUBBER 
TEXTILES 


AVERAGE _|_ 4.17 A a 


GOVERNMENT RATES COMPILED By-B E C 


INDUSTRY RATES.... COMPILED BY WAT/ONWAL SAFETY COUNCIL AND BY 
ZS. OF LABOR STATISTICS 


RATES_ABE FOR 1953-Letest Year for which Bu. of labor Statistics Rates are Amailable...... 


AGRICULTURE 
PosT OFFICE 13.9 
14.1 
INTERIOR 14.4 
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Senator Humpurey. All right, Mr. O’Malley. Have you another 
one there ? 

Mr. O’Mattey. I have one more, Senator, chart 3. 

This chart shows the injury rates, Federal establishments as against 
industry, from 1945 through 1954. 

The broken line represents industry, and they start with a frequency 
of 13.63. Please note the progress that industry has made in reducing 
their frequency rate, while the Government rate has run on a straight 
line for the past few years. 

The reduction in the Government frequency rate for this period, 
1945-54, was 22.2, as against industry frequency of 46.7. 

Senator Humpurey. And the conclusion of this chart is that indus- 
try has been apparently greatly improving their accident prevention 
program and their safety program 

Mr. O’Mattey. That is right, all the time. 

Senator Humpnrey. Making an improvement of almost 50 per- 
cent 

Mr. O’Mattzy. Almost 50 percent. 

Senator Humpurey. In a period of 10 years. 

Mr. O’Mattry. Well, yes; data that. 

Senator Humpurey. About 10 years. And Goverment has, during 
that same period of time about a 22.2 percent improvement ? 

Mr. O’Mattey. That is right, sir. 

Senator Martin. Do you have : any breakdown in Government com- 
pared with industry as to the reasons contributing to the improve- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. O’Matzey. Well, industry, the reasons that they are so much 
interested in safety is that they figure in saving dollars and cents. 

Senator Marrry. I want to know what factors contributed to the 
change. 

Mr. O’Mattry. Well, because industry works at safety. 

Senator Marri. Yes. But I want to know what factors con- 
tributed most to the improvement in private industry. 

Mr. O’Matuury. Well, 1 would say they have competent safety 
engineers with authority to enforce safety rules and regulations. 
That is one reason. 

Senator Martin. That is one. 

Mr. O’Mautey. And I think that is probably the main reason. 

Senator Martin. I have a very real feeling that in private industry 
the plant generally at the end of World War II was in need of a 
very real overhauling. Am I right on that? 

Mr. O’Mauiey. The plants? 

Senator Martin. Yes; the physical situation that contributed to 
the accident rate. 

Mr. O’Mautey. Well, of course, some of these figures are after the 
war. But then, during the war you had people working who were 
handicapped and <2 ed, and many old people working too. 

Senator Martin. That is right. 


Mr. O’Mautry. That would probably contribute to it. 
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Senator Martin. The type of personnel was, of course, one factor. 

Mr. O’Mautey. That is right. 

Senator Martin. The condition of the plant was a very real factor. 

Mr. O’Mattiry. Yes. 

Senator Martin. The improvement of the condition of the plant 
contributed largely to the reduction. 

Mr. O’Matuey. Yes. 

Senator Martin. Do you have any schedule pointing out what fac- 
tors contribute and how much to that reduction? And then, are those 
factors completely applicable to Government ? 

Mr. O’Mattry. They would be applicable to Government; surely. 

Senator Martin. I wonder now, if you don’t have a different type of 
work predominantly in Government employement. 

Mr. O’Mauuiey. Oh, yes. You have to take into consideration in 
Government that approximately 75 percent of your workers are office 
workers, and that type of work is not considered as hazardous. 

Senator Martin. The type of work, the condition of the physical 
plant, and the type of eulaeee between 1945 and 1954, as you have 
shown there, all have very real parts in the change in accident rate. 

Mr. O’Mattey. Well, I don’t know 

Senator Martin. I do not want to say that improvement in safety 
is all chargeable or creditable to one factor when I think there are 
other factors that enter in. 

Mr. O’Matiey. Senator, I have been in hundreds of plants. I was 
employed by the Internal Security Department, working in the field 
of the prevention of espionage, sabotage, fire, and safety. I inspected 
such plants as the Ford plant, Continental Motors, Budd Wheel, and so 
forth, and I never Aa these plants in too bad a condition, and I will 
tell you why. 

When we inspected these plants we made recommendations. If they 
did not abide by those recommendations in a period of 30 days, the 
Government held over their head the fact that they would lose their 
contract. That was teeth in the law. 

Senator Martin. We were straining ourselves industrially quite a 
bit in World War II. 

Mr. O’Mattey. Oh, yes; long hours. 

Senator Martin. And when you strain yourself, you are increasing 
the incidence of accidents. 

Mr. O’Matiey. That is true. 

Senator Martin. I have observed that. I know what I am talking 
about. 

Mr. O’Matiey. Oh, surely. 

Senator Marrrn, And I also want to determine why the greater 
reduction in private industry compared with Government. I think 
all the factors I have named and probably many others contributed 
to it. 

I do not want to be put in the position of assuming that this is all 
creditable to one certain factor when I think there are other factors 
bearing on it. 
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Mr. O’Matiey. Well, I think if you checked into it, you would 

probably find that top management has a great interest in safety, 
“Either produ e or else.” 

Senator Marmin. The general uniformity of type of employment 
in Government would tend to make their rate of accidents more uni- 
form than it would be in industry, just because of that one factor. 

Mr. O’Mauiry. Well, you take the Navy yards. Now, a great 
majority of their work is considered as very hazardous work. 

Senator Marrin. Oh, yes. 

Mr. O’Matiry. And they have one of the best records in Govern- 
ment; I think their frequency rate is about 2 as against the District 
of Columbia government, 18... But the Navy yards work at safety. 
The commanders and top management are 100 percent behind the 
safety program. 

Senator Marri. Your chart there is very interesting, and I hope 
we can have it in the record. 

Senator Humpnrey. Yes. We will have that reproduced, too. 

(Chart 3 referred to will be found on p. 59.) 
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Senator Humpnrey. I think there is another point here, that in 
terms of employees, both the Government and industry in the war 
period, in World War II, accepted employees that were older and 
sometimes handicapped and partially disabled, but still production 
workers. 

Also, we had expanded facilities in both Government and industry, 
some of which you might say were not top grade. I mean, they were 
emergency or temporary facilities. 

The interesting thing to me about this is that in 1954 the rate of 
production was far above what it was in 1946. In 1954-55, you had 
as close to full employment as you had in 1946 or 1947 or 1945, and 
yet stretching your employable labor force in 1954 to the point of 
almost irreducible minimums of unemployment, because there is a 
certain flexibility that you always preserve of migrant workers, trans- 
fers from jobs, and temporary unemployment; despite that, indus- 
try was continuously cutting down its injury rate. 

I would not want to say, however, that your points are not well 
taken, Senator, in terms of the pressure that was on, the emotional 
pressure, the hours of work, the speedup of production that was 
necessary for the war period. 

But if you will notice, even in 1947, which was 2 years after the 
war was over, when a large new labor force of the returned veterans, 
physically fit, were available for work, your incidence of accidents 
in industry was still rather high, and between those periods Govern- 
ment had made a greater improvement or as great an improvement in 
the same period of time as industry. 

But you run across the line here and you see that the Government 
slacks off as industry comes down. 

From my statement in the Congressional Record you will find that 
when we introduced this bill—and you, Mr. O’Malley, were very kind 
to afford me statistical information—as well as other people that are 
in this room—you will find that the Government installations that 
are of an industrial character, like a munitions plant or a Navy repair 
yard or an installation for some mechanical repair, that their fre- 
quency rate is the lowest. That is where you get the lower frequency 
rate. 

Where you get the bad frequency rate is with agencies that just 
never ever even think that their jobs has anything to do with sake ty, 
where they are not worried even as to whether or not the floor in the 
building is conducive to accidents. I think fire losses you will find are 
frequently higher in areas where there ought to be no fire problem, 
where you are not dealing with combustibles, but just carelessness. 

Mr. O’Mattey. That is right. 

Senator Humpurey. I was up in the Philadelphia Navy Yard here 
not long ago and talked with the commanding officer there, the rear 
admiral in charge of the yard. This was long before I ever introduced 
this bill. I was up there to christen a ship. He was — me with 
pride how many safety regulations they had for their employees, be- 
cause I was mentioning the congestion in certain areas of the yard 
where they were remodeling ships, and the danger of this work. He 
was pointing out to me that that was one of the safest areas to work. 

Senator Martin. I agree that the record shown there by industry 
is a real challenge to the Government to match. The reduction in 
accident frequency rate there per—what is that—per—? 
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Mr. O’Mattey. Per 1 million man-hours worked. 

Senator Martyn. Per million man-hours worked involves all sorts 
of hazardous occupations, and the average hazard in industry is 
relatively higher than the average hazard in Government by the nature 
of their’ work. 

But the improvement in industry is tremendous. I was only hopeful 
we could get some breakdown of all the factors that contributed to the 
improvement. 

enator Humpnrey. I think we ought to ask the National Safety 
Council for that. I think it would be well. 

Mr. O’Malley, if you could cooperate to help us on this, I am sure 
the National Safety Council would have some information that would 
properly answer Senator Martin’s question, because I think he raises 
a most pertinent and germane issue here. 

I just say offhand that I am sure that part of that improvement was 
just the fact that we got over the war. 

Senator Martin. That is true. 

Senator Humpnrey. It is an interesting thing, however, that in the 
Korean war period, with retooling and with all of the confusion that 
came in, you will notice 1950, 1951 and 1952, that you still got in in- 
dustry a rather reasonable reduction in accident rate. 

Senator Martin. The industrial situation in the Nation was tre- 
mendously different in 1950 from what it was when we went into 
World War IT, or throughout World War II. I do not know whether 
we can weigh those factors all out or not, but it would be very enlight- 
ening to us. I hope we can get some enlightenment on it. 

Senator Humpurry. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Paul R. Hutchings, research director of the metal trade depart- 
ments, American Federation of Labor-Congress of Industrial Organ- 
izations. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL R. HUTCHINGS, RESEARCH DIRECTOR, METAL 
TRADES DEPARTMENTS, AFL-CIO 


Mr. Hurcurnes. Thank you, Chairman Humphrey. 

My name is Paul R. Hutchings. I am research director, metal trades 
department, American Federation of Labor—Congress of Industrial 
Organizations, 815 Sixteenth Street, NW. 

have a statement on behalf of the president of our department, Mr. 
James A. Brownlow, which, in view of the time, we will be happy to 
yield reading and have introduced for reproduction in the record, if 
it pleases the chairman. 

Senator Humpurey. Does the statement of Mr. Brownlow endorse 
the bill or its objectives? 

Mr. Hurtcnines. It is a strong endorsement of the bill and its ob- 
jectives. . 

Senator Humrpurey. Thank you, sir. 

(The statement of Mr. Brownlow is as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF JAMES A. BROWNLOW, PRESIDENT, METAL TRADES DEPARTMENT, 
AFL-CIO 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name is James A. Brownlow 
and I am president of the metal trades department of the AFL-CIO, The metal 
trades department was chartered by the American Federation of Labor in 1908. 
It is presently composed of 21 affiliated and cooperating national and interna- 
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tional unions, most of which have members employed in the Federal service, as 
well as in private industry. 

For many years the metal trades department and its local metal trades-coun- 
cils have been the principal spokesmen for the ungraded civilian employees in 
the Navy yards and various other naval establishments. We also represent 
civilian ungraded employees in the Army and Air Force installations and have 
metal trades councils chartered by our department and represent groups of 
employees in other branches of the Government. 

We are most appreciative of this opportunity to briefly express our endorse- 
ment of 8. 3517 and te urge a prompt and favorable report on this bill by the 
committee. 

We will not take the time of the committee to repeat facts. and figures which 
have already been presented to it nor to repeat the analysis of this bill, both of 
which were done most effectively by Senator Humphrey at the time of its intro- 
duction and which have been covered by other witnesses, and particularly by 
Mr. Russell Stephens this morning. 

The metal trades department believes that the Federal Government should 
he.a model employer. It should recognize its responsibilities not only to come 
up to the conditions established in private industry, but to take the lead in 
higher wages, better hours, and conditions of employment. It should certainly 
set,an example when it comes to a comprehensive, unified and effective safety 
program, 

The facts and figures which Senator Humphrey placed in the record on 
March 23, when introducing this bill, show a startlingly poor overall safety record 
for the Government when compared with private industry. This does not mean 
that all Government departments have done a poor job in the safety field. There 
are some agencies and establishments which have done a good job in improving 
their accident records and in thus achieving, in some instances, excellent safety 
records. On the overall, however, the safety record of the Federal.Government 
and the active safety programs of various of its agencies leave much to be 
desired. 

We believe that 8. 3517 will provide the necessary basis for the promotion and 
development of a realistic safety program including the requisite safety educa- 
tion, inspection procedure and genuine employee participation through their 
recognized national and international unions. 

The establishment of such a Safety Division in the Labor Department, ade- 
quately staffed with qualified personnel to carry out its statutory funetions 
could not but help to assure a substantial improvement in the overall safety 
record of the Federal Government establishment, a reduction in the number 
of job-incurred injuries and in loss of life. 

The safety of its installations and the protection of its employees against 
accidents, injuries and loss of life, should be at least as important to the Federal 
Government as it is to private industry. 

This bill will provide a basis of doing something about safety in the Federal 
establishment, and bringing about some substantial improvements in the overall 
safety record of our Government. 

We urge every effort be directed toward its prompt adoption. 


Senator Humpurey. Senator Martin, have you any questions? 

Senator Martin. No questions. 

Senator Humpnrey. Mr. Omar M. House, vice president of the 
National Postal Transport Association. 

I understand that you are presenting your statement in behalf of 
yourself and Mr. Nagle. Is that right? 


STATEMENT OF OMAR M. HOUSE, VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
POSTAL TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION 


Mr. House. Yes. Mr. Nagle was unable to be here. 

For the record, my name is Omar M. House. I am vice president 
of the National Postal Transport Association. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, we will submit the testimony. 

Senator Humeurey. May I ask, just for the record, do Mr. Nagle 
and your organization endorse this legislation ¢ 
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Mr. House. Yes, we endorse the bill; yes, sir. 

Senator Humpurey. It must. mean quite a little bit to you to have 
a safety program in the Postal Transportation Service. 

Mr. House. Yes, indeed. Our injuries are quite high. They run 
quite high. 

Senator Humpnrey. A little new equipment woul! help once in a 
while, too, would it not? 

Mr. Houser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Humrnrry. I just got the solution to it up here from Sen- 
ator Martin. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Senator Humenrey. Thank you very much. 

(The prepared statement of Mr. Nagle is as follows :) 


STATEMENT OF PAuL A. NAGLE, PRESIDENT-ELECT, NATIONAL PosTAL TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Chairman, my name is Paul A. Nagle. I am president-elect of the National 
Postal Transport Association, affiliated with the American Federation of Labor- 
Congress of Industrial Organizations, representing approximately 28,000 em- 
ployees of the Postal Transportation Service. As president-elect of our associa- 
tion, my term of office begins officially at our convention in San Francisco in 
@ctober. The reason I have assumed the duties of the presidency at this time is 
because of the personal illness of Mr. William M. Thomas, our retiring president. 

I want to express appreciation to the distinguished chairman for having 
scheduled hearings on 8. 3517. In appearing before you I wish to make it clear 
that we subscribe to the sentiments expressed by Mr. Russell M. Stephens, who is 
chairman of the safety committee of the Government Employees’ Council of the 
AFL-CIO. 

The National Postal Transport Association is particularly happy to associate 
itself with Mr. Stephens in his declaration of the need to accomplish the ob- 
jectives of 8S. 3517. We beg your indulgence to plead the particular interest of 
our membership in the provisions of 8S. 3517 insofar as it might have an impact 
upon our members who are assigned to duty in railway post offices and highway 
post office vehicles and who, consequently, are especially susceptible to injury due 
to inadequate safety precautions. In the Postal Transportation Service, in rail- 
way post offices and highway post offices our members are constantly confronted 
with situations associated with cramped and dusty space; with work performed 
in moving cars and with hazardous conditions associated with the motion of such 
cars and vehicles as well as with the sudden starts and stops of the type of 
vehicle used in railway and highway transportation. 

Quite separate and apart from the problems connected with distribution of 
mail in mobile installations is the general problem of safety which quite definitely 
and certainly needs the attention of the type of instrumentality contemplated 
by 8.3517. Health and safety are constant matters of attention by this associa- 
tion. Local branch presidents have found it necessary to recruit lighting engi- 
neers to measure the foot candles of illumination at the distribution cases of our 
members who are employed in stationary units. Sanitary facilities are a con- 
stant source of our attention. In recent weeks, local units of our association 
have found it necessary to refer to Congress for presentation to the Post Office 
Department such things as floor coverings which have been held to be safety 
hazards; broken doors which have been admitted outside cold air; and diesel 
fumes. lr one of our regions, over an extensive period of months, we have 
found it necessary to object to the fact that doors were permitted to be broken 
and inoperative; to complain that windows in those doors were shattered so as 
constantly to admit the frigid outside air; and we have also been confronted 
with the need to object to a situation in which, contrary to the regulations of the 
city of New York, diesel locomotives have been allowed to operate underneath a 
building so that the diesel fumes penetrated upward upon the work floor where 
our members were engaged in distribution of mail. 

In the opinion of the National Postal Transport Association it is impossible to 
distinguish between the objectives of health and of safety. We believe, conse- 
quently, that the provisions of 8S. 3517, if enacted into law, would constitute a 
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marked improvement in the situation with which we have been required to cope. 
The National Postal Transport Association has a particular interest in a sound 
safety program and has conducted a specialized campaign directed toward edu- 
cating our members in the needs of the conditions associated with the nature of 
their employment. It is our confirmed feeling that the Government has a paral- 
lel stake in the conditions for which correction is sought. We believe that 8S. 
3517 would constitute a major initial step toward elimination of the hazards with 
which we have been confronted. 

Accordingly, we recommend that this distinguished committee give ‘its 
favorable report to the pending legislation and we wish hereby to convey to the 
chairman and to the members of the committee the declaration that we are 
very grateful for the opportunity of having appeared and of having expressed 
our concern and our support for the objectives of S. 3517, which if enacted into 
law, will constitute a giant step toward acceptance by Government of its respon- 
sibility for safety practices within its functions. 


Senator Humpurey. Mr. William E. Peacock, national secretary- 
treasurer of the National Association of Special Delivery Messengers. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. PEACOCK, NATIONAL SECRETARY- 
TREASURER, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF SPECIAL DELIVERY 
MESSENGERS 


Mr. Peacock. By way of introduction, Senator, my name is Wil- 
liam E. Peacock, member of the safety committee of the Government 
Employees’ Council, AFL-CIO, and also national secretary-treasurer 
of the National Association of Special Delivery Messengers. 

My purpose here is to support S. 3517, and I might add, too, that 
this bill has been the subject of continuous study by the safety com- 
mittee of the Government Employees’ Council, and we feel it is a 
very good bill and will be both helpful to Government and labor. 

That concludes my statement. 

Senator Humpurer. Do you have a statement that you would like 
to file? 

Mr. Peacock. No, sir; I do not have a statement. 

Senator Humpnurey. But you are expressing your approval of the 
purposes of the bil] and the bill itself? 

r. Peacock. That is correct, sir. Thank you for your interest 
in this matter and this opportunity to be Seat 

Senator Humpnrey. Thank you very much. 

Now, at the appropriate place in this record, I want to have in- 
serted the comments of the agencies. I believe we have the comments 
of the Bureau of the Budget, the Comptroller General, the Depart- 
ment of Labor, and the Department of Defense. Those ought to be 
made a part of the record, and we will so order it, if it is agreeable 
with the Senator. 

Senator Martin. Yes. 

(The statements referred to are as follows :) 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 


BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D. C., June 15, 1956, 
Hon. JoHN F, KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for the views of 
the Bureau of the Budget with respect to S. 3517, a bill to provide for the reorgan- 
ization of the safety functions of the Federal Government, and for other purposes. 

This bill, if enacted, would establish a Federal Safety Division in the Depart- 
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ment of Labor, establish a position of Director of the Division, and vest directly 
in that position various governmentwide authorities. Among these would be 
the development and promulgation of minimum standards for the conduct of 
safety educational programs by Federal agencies and of minimum safe working 
standards to be maintained by the agencies, to recommend the amount which 
should be allocated in the budget of each agency for a safety educational pro- 
gram, and an unqualified authority for the director or the employees he might 
designate to enter in order to inspect places and records, question employees, 
and investigate such facts, conditions, practices, or matters as he may deem 
necessary to carry out his duties. 

Statutory establishment of a Federal Safety Division and Director of the 
Division, and the statutory assignment of authority to the Director, would violate 
the sound principle established by the first Hoover Commission that “Under the 
President, the heads of departments must hold full responsibility for the con- 
duct of their departments. There must be a clear line of authority reaching 
down through every step of the organization and no subordinate should have 
authority independent from that of his superior.” It would also be contrary 
to that Commission’s recommendation that “Each department head should 
receive from the Congress administrative authority to organize his department 
and to place him in control of its administration.” In addition to violating 
these principles as they apply to the Secretary of Labor, the governmentwide 
authority vested in the proposed Director of the Federal Safety Division would 
seriously and improperly restrict the authority of all other department and 
agency heads with respect to the supervision of their organizations and admin- 
istration of their functions. 

Also objectionable are the budgetary provisions of the bill. Authority for 
the Director of the Safety Division to recommend budget allocations for safety 
functions in each department and agency would be impracticable and unsound. 
The authorization of the Bureau of the Budget to establish the amount of funds 
to be allocated in the annual budget of each Federal agency for the purpose of 
carrying out its safety educational programs and the minimizing of hazardous 
work practices and conditions, and the requirement that such amount shall not 
be less than the equivalent of 244 percent of the total amount requested by any 
such agency in its annual operating budget, would also be an unwarranted 
restriction of the department head’s control over the administration of his 
responsibilities. 

Because of the above and other objectionable provisions of S. 3517, the Bureau 
of the Budget strongly recommends against favorable consideration of the bill 
by your committee, 

Sincerely yours, 
Percy RAPPAPORT, 
Assistant Director. 


GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE, 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, June 15, 1956. 
Hon. Joun F. KENNEpy, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your letter of June 7, 1956, acknowledged June 11, re- 
quests our views on §. 3517, the primary purpose of which is to provide for the 
establishment of an improved safety program for the Federal Government. 

To accomplish this objective the bill provides for the establishment of a 
Federal Safety Division under the Department of Labor which would be respon- 
sible for tlie direction and coordination of all safety educational programs and 
related loss-prevention procedures conducted by the various Federal agencies 
in furtherance of the purposes of section 33 (c) of the Federal Employees Com- 
pensation Act (5 U. 8. C. 784 (c)). In addition the Federal Safety Division 
would be vested with the functions presently exercised by the Federal Safety 
Counsel established by Executive Order No. 10194, December 19, 1950, under 
the authority of section 33. (c) of the act. The bill further provides for the 
establishment within the Department of Labor of a Federal Safety Advisory 
Committee which shall advise the Director of the Federal Safety Division con- 
cerning his functions under the bill. Provision also is made in the bill for the 
establishment of Federal field safety advisory committees to assist the field 
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establishments of the Federal agencies in organizing an accident prevention 
program and strengthening existing programs aimed at reducing the frequency, 
severity, and cost of accidents in their respective areas of operation. Such 
field committees are required to implement the policies established by the Federal 
Safety Division of the Department of Labor. 

While the objective of S. 3517—improved safety standards and programs 
throughout Federal service—is salutary, we are not sufficiently familiar with 
the various aspects of the safety problem to determine whether the provisions 
of S. 3517 constitute the best means of accomplishing that objective. We would 
like to point out, however, that the bill is not entirely clear as to the functions 
of the Federal field safety advisory committees or as to the status of the mem- 
bers of such committees as employees of the United States. While they are 
ealled advisory committees, apparently it is contemplated that they will do 
more than advise the various Federal agencies in connection with safety policies 
and programs. It appears they will assist in the actual administration of the 
programs. Section 2 (f) (3) of the bill provides that Federal field safety ad- 
visory committees shall give assistance to the field establishments and “shall 
implement in the field the policies established by the Federal Safety Division 
of the Department of Labor.” If, in fact, it be intended that the Federal field 
safety committee shall perform operative or administrative—as distinguished 
from purely advisory functions—then it is our view that the bill should provide 
that the members of such committees be appointed as Federal employees and be 
required to take the oath of office given employees of the United States. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 


Untrep STatres DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, May 7, 1956. 
Hon. Jonn F. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, Committee on Government 
Operations, United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Dear SENATOR KENNEDY: This is in further reply to your request for my com- 
ments on §. 3517, a bill to provide for the reorganization of the safety functions 
of the Federal Government, and for other purposes. 

I do not believe that it is necessary to go into statistical detail on the record 
of the Federal Guvernment in the field of job safety. It is sufficient to say that 
the record is not as good as it should be. This bill is designed to effect improve- 
ments in that record and reduce the cost of accidents in Federal employment 
both financially and in terms of human suffering. I agree with this objective 
but question the methods by which this bill seeks to attain these ends. 

The bill states in section 1 that it is intended to carry out recommendations of 
the first Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Govern- 
ment with respect to the enlargement of the Department of Labor to include all 
the functions which properly belong to it. It provides, however, for vesting in a 
Director of Federal Safety the various functions and powers of the proposed 
Federal Safety Division, including the appointment of such employees as he 
deems necessary, an arrangement which would vest in a subordinate officer of 
the Department authority independent from that of the head of the Department. 
This conflicts with the principle of centralized responsibility which underlies 
the present organization of the Department under Reorganization Plan 6 of 1950 
(5 U. 8. C. 611 note). It is inconsistent with the requirements of good depart- 
mental administration emphasized in the reports and recommendations of the 
first Hoover Commission (Report on General Management of the Executive 
Branch, H. Doc. No. 55, 8ist Cong), which Reorganization Plan No. 6 was de- 
signed to place in effect in this Department. 

The establishment of a Federal Safety Division in the Department of Labor 
overlooks the functions in this field-of the Department’s Bureau of Labor Stand- 
ards. This Bureau now performs important functions in the promotion of safety 
in private, as well as in public, employment. Its services with respect to private 
employment and those with respect to Government employment are mutually 
complementary. The experience and competence acquired in performing one 
phase of its activities assists in the performance of the other. The Bureau also 
provides staff and services for the Federal Safety Council. The functions to be 
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performed by the Federal Safety Division proposed by 8S. 3517 would duplicate 
those which are being now performed, within budgetary limitations, by a trained 
staff. The setting up of this proposed division, with statutory duties which are 
not at all definite, would appear to be entirely unnecessary. 

S..3517 provides in section 2 (a) that the proposed Federal Safety Division 
“shall be responsible for the direction and coordination” of the safety proce- 
dures of Government agencies. It is not clear what additional authority in the 
tield of accident prevention this will provide. In any event, it should be made 
clear that this provision is not intended to relieve the various departments and 
agencies of their primary responsibility for the safety of their employees. Under 
a somewhat similar provision in Reorganization Plan No. 14, of 1950 (50 U.S. C. 
133a-15, note), Federal agencies retain their individual responsibilities for the 
administration and enforcement of labor standards provisions of certain laws 
which they administer, subject to specified coordinating authority in the Secre 
tary of. Labor. 

As'I indicated above, I am in agreement with the need for reducing the Federal 
accident toll. The subject has been under study by this Department for some 
time. A bill (S. 3582) has recently been introduced in the Senate by Senator 
Smith of New Jersey, for himself, Senator Bridges, and Senator Saltonstall 
and referred to the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. This bill, which 
is a part of the legislative program of this Department, is designed to improve 
the job safety performance of the Federal Government by charging back to Gov- 
ernment agencies the costs of workmens’ compensation for their employees and 
thereby making them more conscious of the costs of unsafe workiug conditions. 
Lbelieye that this approach to the problem would be more effective than that of 
S. 3517. 

For the reasons stated above, I would not favor the enactment of S. 3517. 

The. Bureau of the Budget advises that it has no objection to the submission of 
this’ report. 

Sincerely yours, 


JAMES P. MITCHELL, 
Secretary of Labor. 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 20, 1956. 
Hon. JoHN EF. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY : This is to acknowledge your letter of June 13 regard- 
ing the hearings to be held on June 21, 1956, on S. 3517, a bill to provide for 
the reorganization of the safety functions of the Federal Government, and for 
other ‘purposes. 

It is our desire to have Mr. Arthur Larson, Under Secretary, testify on this 
bill. Mr. Larson, however, is out of the city and will be unable to testify on 
June 21. A member of your staff was informed to this effect on June 12 and 
that Mr. Larson would be glad to appear on June 25 or any other day thereafter 
eonvenient to the subcommittee. 

The Department would prefer to have Mr. Larson appear and testify on this 
bill. If the subcommittee, however, does not find it convenient to have further 
hearings after June 21 at which Mr. Larson could testify we would appreciate 


it if the report on this bill transmitted to the committee by Secretary Mitchell 
under date of May 7 * be considered as an expression of the Department’s views 


on 8. 3517. 
Sincerely yours, 
: Rocco SIcILIANO, 
Acting Secretary of Labor. 


SraTEMENT SUBMI?PTED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF LABOR TO THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON 
REORGANIZATION, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS ON S. 3517 


The Department of Labor is in complete accord with the purpose of S. 3517 to 
imaprove the job safety of Federal employees, We consider that the increased em- 


phasis which the bill proposes to give to the performance of safety functions by 


* This letter was received on June 8, 1956. 
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Federal agencies is desirable, The Department certainly would have no objection 
if Congress sees fit to supplement the general power to carry out a safety program 
throughout the Federal Government, vested in the Secretary of Labor by section 
33 of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, with more specific powers along 
the lines of those provided in this bill. 

Before discussing the bill itself it may be well to present to the subcom- 
mittee some information on the present safety performance and program of the 
Government. 

A report of the Bureau of Employees’ Compensation of the Department of 
Labor for the calendar year 1954 shows that with an average Government em- 
ployment of 2,380,715 there were 83,285 injuries suffered by Federal employees 
during the year. Of the 83,285 injuries, 37,974 were nonfatal disabling, 191 were 
fatal, and the balance, 45,120, involved minor injuries which did not involve 
any loss of time. The total direct cost to the Federal Government was $25,738,244. 
This cost included medical cost, leave cost, and compensation for disability and 
death. 

A number of Federal agencies are achieving excellent results in accident pre- 
vention and thhe injury frequency rate in Government employment has been de- 
clining steadily for the past 10 years. In 1945 the rate was 9.9, in 1949 it had 
dropped to 8.4 and in 1954 it was 7.7. Preliminary data for 1955 show a further 
Slight reduction to 7.6. 

Despite this progress, there is room for improvement and continuing efforts are 
being made within the Government to achieve this improvement. At the present 
time 19 departments and agencies have agencywide safety programs headed by 
full-time or collateral duty safety directors. The other 35 departments and agen- 
cies do not have full-time safety officers or agencywide programs. Some of these, 
however, are too small to warrant such services. In others there are active bu- 
reau safety programs which are doing an effective job. 

Under the present safety program the primary responsibility for job safety is 
placed upon the head of each department or agency. Coordination of the safety 
activities of the various departments and agencies is provided by the Federal 
Safety Council. The Council acts in an advisory capacity to the Secretary of 
Labor who, under the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, has the authority 
to carry out a safety program throughout the Federal Government. The Council 
is provided staff and services by the Bureau of Labor Standards of the Depart- 
ment of Labor. The Bureau, among other things, conducts safety training 
courses and provides various consultative services for the other Government 
agencies. 

S. 3517 would establish in the Department of a Labor a Federal Safety Division. 
The bill further provides that this Division shall be under the direction of a 
Director of Federal Safety in whom would be vested all the functions and powers 
of the Division, including the appointment of such employees as he deems 
necessary. We would be opposed to vesting in a subordinate officer of the De- 
partment authority independent from that of the Secretary of Labor. Such an 
arrangement would be contrary to the principle of centralized responsibility 
which underlies the present organization of the Department under Reorganization 
Plan No. 6 of 1950. It would be thoroughly inconsistent with the requirements 
of good departmental organization and administration emphasized in the reports 
and recommendations of the first Hoover Commission. (See Report on General 
Management of the Executive Branch, H. Doc. No. 55, 8ist Cong.). 

lf favorable consideration is given to S. 3517, it is recommended that the func- 
tions and powers of the Federal Safety Division be placed in the Secretary of 
Labor so that he could make such provision as he deems appropriate with 
respect to their performance within the Department. As indicated above, the 
Bureau of Labor Standards performs important functions in the field of Federal 
safety. It performs similar functions with respect to private employment and 
these complement its Federal safety functions; the experience and competence 
acquired in the former phase of its activities assists in the performance of the 
latter. In view of the experience and technical know-how in this field already 
available in the Bureau of Labor Standards, it would appear that the Bureau is 
the appropriate agency in which to place the proposed Federal Safety Division. 

Another aspect of 8S. 3517 which causes us some concern is that section 2 (a) 
provides that the proposed Federal Safety Division “shall be responsible for 
the direction and coordination of all safety education programs and accident, 
injury, and related loss-prevention procedures conducted by the Federal agencies 
in furtherance of section 33 of the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act.” We 
believe it should be made clear that this provision is not intended to relieve the 
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various departments and agencies of their present primary responsibility for the 
safety of their employees. There is a somewhat similar provision in Reorganiza- 
tion Plan No. 14 coordinating the administration of labor standards provisions 
of various statutes relating to Federal construction and public works and con- 
struction financed with Federal loans, grants and guaranties. Under this reor- 
ganization plan, however, the various Federal contracting and financing agencies 
retain their individual responsibilities for the administration and enforcement of 
the labor standards provisions of the laws which they administer, subject to speci- 
fied coordinating authority in the Secretary of Labor. By means of regulations 
issued by the Secretary and other means, the Department has been able to coor- 
dinate and make more effective the enforcement of these standards by the various 
agencies primarily responsible for their administration. 

We consider that employing agency responsibility for job safety is extremely 
important because experience has shown that the best safety performance can 
be achieved only when the occupational safety program is made an integral part 
of the functions and operations of management. Any provision placing respon- 
sibility for direction of Government safety programs in a single agency would 
establish a practice contrary to the accepted principle that management must be 
held responsible for the safety of its employees. Safety in the widely dispersed 
and extrahazardous work of the Department of Defense and the Atomic Energy 
Commission, for example, can be achieved only by placing responsibility directly 
upon these agencies. 

In connection with improving job safety in Federal employment, this adminis- 
tration has given a great deal of consideration to the matter of increasing the 
awareness of the various departments and agencies to their responsibilities in this 
field. It has been concluded that one means to this end would be to place upon 
each agency the financial burden for its accident losses. This approach is in- 
tended to make the various departments and agencies aware of the dollars and 
cents costs of carelessness and to induce them to improve their efforts toward 
reducing occupational accidents. 

Accordingly, in his bueget message on January 16, 1956, President Eisen- 
hower stated that legislation would be proposed “to provide, in conformity with 
the best business practices, that employing agencies shall bear the cost of bene- 
fits paid for their employees.” Legislation along these lines (S. 3582) has been 
introduced and referred to the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

S. 3582 would provide for the payment of workmen’s compensation claims from 
the employees’ compensation fund established by the bill, but would charge the 
costs of these payments back to the various Federal agencies. The Secretary of 
Labor would bill the agencies, on a quarterly basis, for these costs. This method 
would require the agencies to pay the amount billed from their appropriations 
for the payment of salaries, wages, or other compensation of their employees. 
Thus, not only would the agency be made acutely conscious of these costs but 
Congress, in considering appropriation requests, would be able to evaluate the 
progress of the agencies toward safer practices. 

In conclusion, it is emphasized that Secretary Mitchell and the Department of 
Labor fully support the highly desirable objective of S. 3517 of improving the 
safety of Federal employment. The Department would have no objection to 
being vested with more specific functions and powers in the area of Federal 
safety, provided that they are vested in the Secretary of Labor and that he be 
authorized to make such provision as he deems appropriate for their performance 
within the Department. The Department of Labor also considers that the de- 
sirable objectives of S. 3517 would be advanced by S. 3582 and urge that favor- 
able consideration be given to the latter bill. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, June 20, 1956. 
Hon. Joun L. McCie.xian, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
United States Senate. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of Defense on S. 3517, 84th Congress, a bill to provide for reorgan- 
ization of the safety functions of the Federal Government, and for other pur- 
poses. The Secretary of Defense has delegated to this Department the respon- 
sibility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense on this matter. 
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The proposed legislation states that it is intended to carry out recommenda- 
tions of the Commission on Organization of the Executive Branch of the Gov- 
ernment as they relate to safety functions. The bill provides for enlarging the 
Department of Labor by establishing in it a Federal Safety Division, transferring 
to it the Federal Safety Council, and establishing a Federal Safety Advisory 
Committee of 27 members. A Director of Federal Safety (a supergrade, GS-16, 
position) would be appointed by the Secretary of Labor to head the Federal 
Safety Division. He, in turn, would appoint not less than 10 regional directors 
and such other employees as he deems necessary to carry out the functions of 
his office. 

The Director of Federal Safety would be responsible for developing and ad- 
ministering the safety program in all its aspects including the establishment 
of safety standards, physical inspection of other departments and agencies for 
safety violations, and making recommendations to the Bureau of the Budget 
through the Secretary of Labor with regard to the amount which should be 
allocated in the budget of each Federal agency for approved safety programs. 

The Director of the Bureau of the Budget would establish the amount of such 
funds allocated in the annual budget of each agency. However, the bill specifies 
that the “amount shall not be less than the equivalent of 2% per centum of the 
total amount requested by any such agency in its annual operating budget.” 
The meaning of the phrase “annual operating budget” is not quite clear. If it 
refers to the total budget for a department, in the case of the Air Force for 
example, this percent would amount to more than $412 million. If the phrase 
refers to the appropriation which supports the ground safety program, the op- 
eration and maintenance appropriation, the estimated cost would be, for the 
Air Force, approximately $100 million per year. 

The cost of this proposal appears to be exorbitant and unrealistic when re- 
lated to overall Department of Defense objectives. The military departments 
have excellent safety programs conducted at much less expense. The National 
Safety Council has granted awards for the ground safety program of the Air 
Force for 6 consecutive years, but the Air Force has only spent $4 million per 
year on this program. 

The Department of Defense is opposed to the enactment of 8S. 3517 because 
it is believed that the President and the Secretary of Labor already possess suffi- 
cient authority to stimulate safety activity in those agencies lacking aggressve 
programs. The Federal Safety Council and the Safety Standards Division of 
the Bureau of Labor Standards, Department of Labor, could well be expanded 
to assist those agencies needing guidance or stimulation. It is apparent that 
the intent of this bill is to develop secretarial and management interest in acci- 
dent prevention. This could be accomplished by the requirement for an annual 
review of each agency’s program by the agency head and a report provided, if 
necessary, as a part ofthe agency’s request for appropriation. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the subnis- 
sion of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Davin 8. SMITH, 
Assistant Secretary of the Air Fore. 


Senator Humrnrey. I am going to recess the hearing now at the call 
of the chairman of the subcommittee, and we will leave the record open. 
May I say if there are any other statements that any group or individ- 
ual wishes to present, the record will be open for a few days to accept 
those statements. 

I do not believe the Department of Labor has a witness here today. 
They did submit a statement. They asked us to delay the hearings, but 
I want to be very frank about it. - I have been in hearings every day for 
better than 2 months with the exception of about 1 day a week, and I 
just had to set a date for hearings. We have been constantly in hear- 
ings.and it was not a matter of convenience to the Department; it was 
frankly a matter of convenience to members of the committee. 

Senator Kennedy was kind enough to set aside this day after looking 
over his very busy calendar. So we had to ask the executive branch to 
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cooperate with us. We thought they had more personnel to send to 
these hearings than we have. 

Senator Martin. I understand that the Labor Department plans to 
submit a statement. 

Senator Humprnrey. Yes, indeed; although we already have a state- 
ment from them. 

We are going to recess the hearing at the call of the Chair, but we 
shall take this up with Senator Kennedy. 

Senator Martin. Yes. 

Senator Humpnurey. I do want the record to note, however, that they 
could submit another statement, and if the chairman decides that he 
wants them to come over, we ought to make that opportunity available. 

| think that is all, and I want to thank all the representatives of the 
organizations that came here this morning. 

It is very helpful of you. 

(Whereupon, at 12:25 p. m., the subcommittee recessed subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 

(The following letters and statements were received for the record :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, July 11, 1956. 
Hon. Joun FL KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, Committee on Government 
Operations, United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your request for a report on S. 3517, 
a bill to provide for the reorganization of the safety functions of the Federal 
Government, and for other purposes. 

The bill would repeal section 33 (c) of the Federal Employees’ Compensation 
Act and, by so doing, would (1) abolish the statutory directive to the heads of 
the various Federal agencies “to develop, support, and foster organized safety 
promotion,” (2) abolish the President’s statutory power to establish a Safety 
Council advisory to the Secretary of Labor, composed of representatives of the 
various Government departments and agencies, and (3) repeal the President’s 
statutory power to “undertake such other measures as he may deem proper to 
prevent injuries and accidents to persons covered by” the Federal Employees’ 
Compensation Act. 

In lieu of these provisions the bill would centralize, in a Federal Safety Divi- 
sion created by the bill in the Labor Department, the “direction,” as well as co- 
ordination, of accident and related loss-prevention procedures and safety educa- 
tion programs conducted by Federal agencies, and would, among other things, 
authorize the Division to establish minimum safe working standards for Federal 
agencies and minimum standards for safety educational programs to be conducted 
by them. That Division, rather than the head of each agency, would submit to 
the Budget Bureau (through channels) for approval the amount to be allocated in 
the agency budgets “in carrying out the safety educational programs approved 
by the * * * Division.” The functions of the Federal Safety Council, estab- 
lished by Executive Order 10194 under the authority of section 33 (c), Federal 
Exaployees’ Compensation Act, would be transferred to the Division. Parts of 
the bill would duplicate or overlap the existing advisory, investigatory, and visi- 
tatorial powers now vested in the Secretary of Labor with respect to safety in 
Federal establishments by section 38 (b) of the Federal Empleyees’ Compensation 
Act, 

We are wholeheartedly in favor of strengthening safety education and the pro- 
motion of safety measures. We doubt, however, in view of the provisions of 
section 33 (b) and (c) of the Compensation Act, that additional legislation is 
needed for that purpose. The President’s delegable power, under section 33 
(c) of the Compensation Act, to “undertake such other measures as he may deem 
proper to prevent injuries and accidents” to persons covered by the act, seems 
ample, without further legislation, to vest such additional coordinating or stand- 
ard-setting authority in the safety field in any Federal agency as he considers 
-appropriate. We can see no reason, in the absence of a Presidential recommen- 
dation, to abolish this delegable power. And we believe that it would be a 
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serious mistake to abolish, as the bill seems designed to do, the explicit pri- 
mary responsibility of agency heads to “develop, support, and foster organized 
safety promotion in their establishments.” Section 33 (c) was written into the 
Compensation Act as a part of 1949 amendments, when the compensation pro- 
gram was administered by the Federal Security Agency. The great potential 
effect of these provisions is indicated by the enclosed excerpt from the report of 
the House committee accompanying the 1949 amendments. 

Again, the development of programs to reduce the number of tort claims 
agaist the Federal Government, which the bill would assign to the new Federal 
Safetv Division, is, of course, not germane to the functions of the Department 
of Labor, although an improvement in safety practices of Federal employees 
would also incidentally reduce, in certain areas of activity, the number of tort 
claims acainst the Government. 

Section 2 (d) (9) would require the Director of Federal Safety to recom- 
mend to the Secretary of Labor, “for transmittal” to the Budget Bureau, the 
amount which should be allocated in the budget of each Federal agency for its 
use in carrying out “the safety educational programs approved by the Federal 
Safety Division.” And section 2 (i) would authorize the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget to establish the amount to be allocated in the annual 
budget of each Federal agency for carrying out its safety educational programs 
and the minimizing of hazardous work practices and conditions. Such amount 
shall not be less than the equivalent of 244 percent of the total amount requested 
by “~v<su-h aeenev in its annual operating budget. 

These provisions, though motivated by the purpose of providing ample funds 
for the safety functions of agencies, seem to us to be inconsistent with sound 
budgetary principles. In the first place, there would seem to be no adequate 
reason why the amount to be requested for the safety functions of each agency 
should not be included as an integral part of the agency’s appropriation re- 
quests annually submitted by it to the Budget Bureau, instead of being sep- 
arately submitted to the Bureau by a central agency which determines the 
amount of the request. In the second place, we can see no reason why the 
Budget Bureau’s function in the budgetary process should be specifically spelled 
out by statute for this particular item of expense or should in any way be dif- 
ferent from its regular budgetary function in developing the overall budget. Nor 
should there be any implication of derogating from the President’s final respon- 
sibility for the annual budget. 

Again, appropriations for safety measures and education should have an ap- 
propriate relationship to the type of program needed and the hazards faced by 
employees. We do not believe that the use of a minimum percentage of an 
agency's “operating budget” provides a sound basis for this determination. There 
is nut necessarily a functional relationship, and certainly not one that can be 
expressed as a uniform minimum percentage, between the size of an agency’s 
“annual operating budget” and actual injury hazards or, for that matter, the 
number of employees. For example, for the Office of the Secretary of this De- 
partment, which performs essentially a clerical and professional function, 214 
percent of appropriations for salaries alone would exceed $13,000 per year. For 
1954 there were 13 injuries which resulted in “total direct costs” (as reported 
by the Donartment of Labor) of $139. In 1953 costs were $351. We have real 
doubt that an expenditure of $13,000 per annum will result in significant reduc- 
tion in this injury experience. The same situation would be found in other 
parts of the Department and those parts of the Federal service which are clerical 
rather than industrial in nature. And the disproportion between the amount 
requested to be budgeted for safety functions and the total operations of the De- 
partment would be increased if the term “operating budget” should be construed 
to include the amount of grants and benefit payments made by the Department 
and its operating agencies. 

In view of the abovementioned basic objections, we shall not comment on 
certain other provisions of the bill, or on certain technical matters, which give 
rise to question. ; 

Hence, while favoring an appropriate increase in effective safety prometion in 
Federal estaWlishments, we recommend against enactment of the bill. 

We are advised by the Bureau of the Budget that it perceives no objectién to 
the submission of this report to this committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Forsom, 
Secretary. 
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CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 20, 1956. 
Senator JoHN KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Reorganization, 
Senate Government Operations Committee. 
(Attention: Mr. Miles Scull.) 


Dear SENATOR KENNEDY: I should appreciate the insertion of the enclosed 
statement in the record of the subcommittee’s hearings on 8S. 3517, providing for 
the reorganization of the safety functions of the Federal Government. 

Sincerely yours, 
Henry S. Reuss, Member of Congress. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Henry S. Reuss, A REPRESENTATIVE IN ConGRESS FROM THE 
FirtH District oF WISCONSIN 


A reorganization of the safety functions of the Federal Government is urgently 
needed because of the appallingly high accident rate of many Federal agencies. 

Eiforts to reduce the accident rate have the humanitarian goal of seeking to 
eliminate the unnecessary suffering of thousands of Federal workers. But they 
also have the practical objective of saving the Federal Government a great deal 
of money, not only by reducing direct benefits to disabled workers, but indirectly 
by ending absenteeism and promoting employee morale. As private business 
well knows, an effective safety program pays real dividends in greater efficiency. 

It is shocking but true that the Federal Government, the Nation's largest 
employer, has an accident rate more than twice as high as the average in other 
large industries. This is even more surprising because the majority of Gov- 
ernment employees are engaged in office work which, on the whole, is hardly a 
hazardous occupation. 

Look at the figures: according to a National Safety Council study of 9 major 
industries in 1953, overall accident rate was 4.17 per million man-hours worked. 
In the same year, the United States Government accident rate, in the 9 agencies 
employing 80 percent of all Federal workers, was 10.3 per million man-hours 
worked. These are official Government figures from the Bureau of Employees’ 
Compensation of the Department of Labor. 

During the 5-year period, 1950-54, there were 427,129 on-the-job injuries in 
the Federal Government costing 87 million production man-hours. More money 
has been paid out for Federal accident compensation benefits in the past 6 years 
than for all the 33 years before that. All these payments, while of course essen- 
tial for the workers involved, are just an extra burden,to the hard-pressed 
taxpayer. 

Some Government agencies have already established high safety standards and 
developed effective programs for enforcing them. These include the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the naval shipyards, where normally a high accident 
rate might be expected. Their accomplishments point to what other Government 
agencies could achieve. 

Just as for the maintenance of all our public buildings we have established a 
separate Government unit; just as for the administration of our personnel system 
we have created the Civil Service Commission; just as the already existing 
Bureau of Employees’ Compensation in the Department of Labor serves the en- 
tire Government, so I believe the best way of achieving high safety standards 
throughout the Government would be through the creation of a central Federal 
agency charged with establishing and enforcing effective safety programs. 
8. 3517 does establish such an agency. 

The creation of a full-fledged Division of Federal Safety in the Department of 
Labor, responsible for formulating safety standards for all Federal agencies and 
empowered to make direct inspections to enforce such standards, is thus an im- 
es step forward. I hope this subcommittee will give its prompt support to 
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STATEMENT OF MicHAgrL E. MarkKwoop, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I am Michael E. Markwood, 
president of the National Federation of Federal Employees. 

On behalf of our organization, I wish to express support of the purposes of 
S. 3517. Extension of the activities of the Federal Government in behalf of 
greater occupational safety and loss prevention procedures is an objective 
which should be earnestly sought, and we believe that the measure under cean- 
sideration is a con<tructive step in that direction. 

For many years, the. Federal Government took virtually no interest from 
the practical standpoigt in accident prevention measures on what might be re- 
garded as a scientific and organized basis. This activity was left almost en- 
tirely to the initiative of administrators, with little or no active interest shown 
at higher levels. Therefore, the safety record of the various departments and 
agencies and sections and divisions within those departments and agencies 
varied widely, depending upon the individual enterprise displayed. 

More or less recently, the Federal Government has moved forward on the 
safety front and the Federal Safety Council has performed a most useful 
function. The present bill, which contemplates the establishment of a Federal 
Safety Division in the Department of Labor and a stepping up of all safety 
activities, represents a further step in recognition of the importance of the 
whole problem. 

As a result of the Federal Government’s increased interest in safety, a great 
deal of progress already has been made. Accidents have been reduced and the 
loss of time due to accidents has been steadily declining. This is true not only 
in industrial-type activities in the Government, but all along the line, regard- 
less of type of work performed. I might add that, in the motor-vehicle field, 
sharply increased emphasis on safety has resulted in a really spectacular im- 
provement in safety performance. 

The National Federation of Federal Employees believes, however, that, al- 
though considerable progress has been made in the safety field in Government 
in recent years, the record is susceptible of further marked betterment. The 
bill provides for coordination of all safety educational programs, the promul- 
gation of new minimum standards for conducting safety educational programs 
by the Federal departments and agencies, for the maintenance of an accurate 
statistical record, for a more intensive application of safety procedures through- 
out the Federal service, and other steps. These all are actions required by the 
circumstances, and it is our opinion ‘that the present measure should be reported 
favorably by the subcommittee, and we trust that the bill can be enacted by the 
Congress at this session. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before the subcommittee. 


x 











